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PREFACE 
The first draft of this thesis ran to considerably over 
80,000 words, and it was necessary to cut out the last chapter 
I Summary and Conclusions t • This chapter had drawn attention to 
certain features disclosed in the earlier disoussions of particular 
mother church parochie. The most significant of these features, 
perhaps, was the fact that all the mother churches discovered were 
on royal estates, and in almost all cases on royal estates which 
had hundreds attached to them. It was suggested that the 
elucidation of the early history of the Wessex mother churches 
might well throw oonsiderable light on the vexed question of how 
the hundred as an institution grew up out of the early royal head-
manors. 
Arising from this, it was assumed that the estates on 
which the mother churches were originally founded were also all 
royal, since no other explanation of the oompletely royal nature 
of these estates in the eleventh century seems to hold water. 
Attention was drawn to the implications this would have for our 
understanding and knowledge of pre-Danish Wessex kingship; in 
particular, to the wealth and ubiquity a Wessex king controlling 
so many manors implies. 
Particular attention was focussed on the area around 
Southampton Water, where four contiguous parochie ~ can be traced, 
the mother churches of three of which are certainly older than 
the mid eighth century. The contiguous parochie of Farnham, 
Woking, and Chertsey in the western part of Surrey were also 
PREFACE 
The first draft of this thesis ran to considerably over 
80,000 words, and it was necessary to cut out the last chapter 
'Summary and Conclusions'. This chapter had drawn attention to 
certain features disclosed in the earlier discussions of particular 
mother church parochie. The most significant of these features, 
perhaps, was the fact that all the mother churches discovered were 
on royal estates, and in almost all oases on royal estates whioh 
had hundreds attached to them. It was suggested that the 
eluoidation of the early history of the Wessex mother churches 
might well throw oonsiderable light on the vexed question of how 
the hundred as an institution grew up out of the early royal head-
manors. 
Arising from thiS, it was assumed that the estates on 
which the mother ohurches were originally founded were also all 
royal, stnce no other explanation of the oompletely royal nature 
o~ these estates in the eleventh century seems to hold water. 
Attention was drawn to the implications this would have for our 
understanding and knowledge of pre-Danish Wessex kingship; in 
particular, to the wealth and ubiquity 
so many manors implies. 
a Wessex king controlling 
Particular attention was focus sed on the area around 
Southampton Water, where four contiguous parochie- can be traced, 
the mother churches of three of which are certainly older than 
the mid eighth century. The contiguous parochie of Farnham, 
Woking, and Chertsey in the western part of Surrey were also 
discussed briefly. These three mother churches were also 
all in existenoe before 750. These parochie, and the 
Southampton Water parochie were shown to be different in no 
way from the other parochie uncovered. The question was 
posed whether if these seven small parochie were datable to 
the first century after the Conversion, then the other parochie, 
not datable by outside factors, might not also be of the same 
early period. 
This question was tentatively answered in the affirmative. 
Having assumed an early foundation date in this way, this final 
chapter went on to draw attention to further implications that 
this would have on our understanding of early Wessex kingship. 
If all the mother churohes were founded on royal estates, and 
were founded in the first century after the Conversion, this 
would imply a monarohy wealthy and powerful enough to decree 
the simultaneous, or practically Simultaneous, founding of very 
substantial numbers of district churches. It was tentatively 
proposed that suoh a mother church was originally built in 
every villa regalis; and that, as the whole kingdom was probably 
divided into areas subject to a royal reeve sitting at the villa 
regalis, so the whole kingdom was probably similarly divided 
into areas subject to a royal priest sitting at the same villa 
regalis. Certainly, such a system would imply a very powerful 
king. Cenwalh (643-674), Caedwalla (685-689) and Ine (689-762 ) 
were mentioned as the kings most likely to have been instrumental 
in this work. 
The logical implications of suoh an early royal foundation 
for these mother churohes were then elaborated; particular 
attention being drawn to the importance the royal patronage of 
the church must be assumed to have had in the christianisation 
of the English countyside. 
It was considered that these side lights thrown on royal 
powers and local jurisdictions four centuries before were the 
most important developments of this study of early post-Gonquest 
parishes, and well deserved deeper consideration by persons 
interested in early Saxon kingship. 
After this, this omitted final chapter discussed the size, 
staff, constitution and powers of the mother churches, and their 
relationships with the manOrial churches and manorial lords. 
Most of this section comprised a reconsideration of the points 
noted in the individual deSCription chapters, drawing particular 
-
attention to those features that appear in a number of individual 
churches. Two basic points were made; that the mother churches 
were in a mediate position between the bishop and the individual 
manorial, churches and chapels, with the bishop cut off from the 
mal'lorial churches in a way similar to a liege lord's relationship 
to his mesne and sub-tenants; and that the parochie of the 
mother church were small, requiring little staff. It was pointed 
out that, if the previous assumptions were accurate, then nowhere 
in Hampshire, even in the depths of the New Forest, was further 
than six miles from a churoh even in the eighth century. 
Arising from thiS, it was felt that the twelfth century staffing 
c 
of mother churches in Hampshir e of perhaps half of dozen cler.i~s 
at most was probably the original staffing; truly collegiate 
establishments such as Christohurch being the exception. 
A further discussion of the prebendal system at 
Christchurch and the stational system at Winchester was made, 
linking it with the vows of fealty known at Southampton and 
elsewhere, and with the procession of priests and people to 
the mother church known from a number of · places. It was 
tentatively suggested that prebendal field churches served from 
the mother church might well have been the origin of more 
'manorial' churches than is suspected; processions including 
the priests of these manorial churches being consi dered to 
be a last relic of a period where these priests had genuinely 
been of the mother church familia. It was pointed out that 
the evidence uncovered, taken as a whole, d0es not seem to fit 
easily with the accepted view that most village churches were 
founded by the manorial lords with little concern either for 
the church of prior foundation, or for canon law. 
Finally, this chapter pointed out that, while the twelfth 
century evidence allows us to learn mucn about the mother 
churches, yet it clearly shows us a system in the last stage 
of decay. Reasons are given for assuming that the decay of 
the institution had occured in the ninth, tenth, and twelfth 
centuries, the result respectively of the Danes, the Tenth 
Century Refonnation, and twelfth century reforming bishops. 
It was further assumed that the Danes and the Tenth Century 
Reformation only affected the institution in some areas, and 
that it was the Anglo-Norman bishops who were mostly responsible 
for the destruction of the institution, with their episcopal 
centred viewpo:lnt. The actions of Bishop Henry de Blois were 
discussed at some length, and it was attempted to show that his 
actions were responsible for the destruction of most of the 
major mother churohes which had survived to that date. 
Leaving this omitted final ohapter on one Side, there are 
two points that need to be clarified in this thesis. Firstly, 
the bulk of this thesis has had to be written, by force of 
Circumstance, in Hong Kong, several thousands of miles away from 
my sources. I have attempted to keep the footnotes as aocurate 
as possible, but it has not been possible physically to check them, 
and apologies are offered in advanoe for the inevitable omissions 
and (hopefully) minor inaocuracies. 
Secondly, many of the sources used for this thesis, particularly 
the Christ church Cartulary, are in a very poor condition, and 
difficult to read. others, particularly the Mottisfont records, 
were clearly written in great haste and contain numerous glaring 
errors of transcription. I have not attempted to amend or 
improve the texts as I found them, but have quoted them exactly 
as transcribed, including even these glaring errors mentioned 
already. 
I would like to express my thanks and appreCiation for 
the kindnesses and help shown to me at almost all stages of this 
work by almost everyone I have needed to deal with. It is a 
particular pleasure to express my special thanks to the staff 
of the Hampshire Record Office for their unfailing helpfulness, 
and to my supervisor, Professor C.R. Cheney, for his continuous 
help and kindly advice. 
Finally, I must express my deep and humble appreciation 
of the two years and more of patient long suffering on the 
part of my wife, who has, without ever complaining, looked 
after two small babies without any help, and borne without 
word the oonstant ohaos and ill-temper that t his work has 
given rise to. It is a debt that this expression Qf thanks . 
but inadequately settles. 
This dissert a Hon :i.s the result of my mm ,",ork 8,nd includes no:hing 
Whi ch is the out come of work done in (;ollabora tion. 
INTRODUCTION 
Any Englishman, walking in the country and seeing a village, 
would expect to find within that village a church, which he would 
automatically call the parish church. This term, with others 
such as 'parish', 'reetor', 'vicar', and 'chapel', is still one 
which may be heard on anyone's lips, in the street, in a shop, 
or a factory, in the eourse of everyday speech, in a way which 
would be unlikely with terms such as 'copyhold', or 'tithing'. 
The parish, in short, unlike the manor or the hundrea, is still 
very much a living institution. 
The average Englishman, if asked to say what he understood 
by 'Parochial system', would probably say that it meant each 
village having its own church. If pressed further, he would 
probably add that each parish church was subordinate to the bishop, 
but to no-one else, and that each such church was equal to every 
other parish church. He might, perhaps add that each parish 
church has a monopoly of spiritual rights and ecclesiastical 
revenues over an area with fixed boundaries called its parisho 
These parishes, and these parish churches, have dominated 
English rural and urban life for centuries, and, because of this, 
the study of their growth and development is essential to a 
proper study of many faeets of English history. To use the words 
of a French historian: 
UNIVFRSiTY 
LIBRARY (1) 
CAMBRIDGE 
Presque partout la paroisee a donne naissance a 
une division civile ••• Elle a ete pendant bien des 
sieeles, le seul centre de l'activite locale ••• 
L'histoire des paroisses est etroitement unie a 
l'histoire des institutions, des croyances, et 
des moeurs.(l) 
P.I. de La Tour (1900) Les Paroisses Rurales du IVe au Xle 
8ieole, po 1. 
2 
For instance, the importance of the parish to the political 
historian can be gauged from the fact that it has been used as a 
convenient unit for the administration of the state, at least from 
the twelfth century, when the Saladin tithe of 1188 was collected 
by parishes,(2) and possibly from the eleventh, when, according 
to one account, the information contained in Domesday was similarly 
collected. (3) The social historian interested in the growth of 
local consciousness is, of necessity, iRterested in the development 
of the parochial system. The ecclesiastical historian can learn 
much of the growth of Christian beliefs in the countryside by 
studying the parish; and it is only at the parochial level that 
he can see what effect great theological or canonical changes had · 
on the lives of ordinary members of the church. As well as all 
this, the study of parochial history can throw light on the 
development of forest clearance, settlement, and community growth 
in a particular area, as well as on many aspect~ of royal and 
ecclesiastical policies, especially in very early days. There 
is, of course, finally, the intrinsic interest which all historians 
must feel in the history of so important a feature of English life. 
The importance of this iRstitution is such that it is 
difficult to understand why so little work has been done on its 
historyo All general writers on the history of the early medieval 
(2) 'Benedict of Peterborough', Gesta Henrici, ed. w. Stubbs 
(1867) sub anno. 
(3)W. Stubbs, Selected Charters (1962), p. 101, 'Hie 
subscribitur inquisitio terrarum quomodo barones regis 
inquirunt, videlicet, per sacramentum vicecomitis scirae 
et omnium baronum et eorum Francigenarum et totius 
centuriatus, presbiteri, praepositi, vi vil~anorum 
unuscujusgue villae.' 
3 
English church or state have said a few words about the origins 
of the pariSh.(4) They have mostly assumed, however, that the 
development of the parish in England followed the same basic 
pattern as its development in France and Italy, where some more 
detailed work has been done.(5) 
In these 1rulds the origins of the parish can be traced to 
the fourth century. In that century and the following centuries 
churches were founded by the bishops of the various civitates in 
the subordinate centres of the Roman administration, in the 
vici and castrae. These churches were of a public character, 
public and episcopal, and were normally called mother churches. 
The bishop would send some of the priests from the familia at 
his church in the civitas to administer these local churches, 
and, since the mother churches were not, strictly speaking, 
endowed, (the income from any lands attached to them went into 
the general episcopal funds) he decided what stipendia the priests 
should get, and he paid it from the same central funds from which 
he paid the stipendia of the clerks of his familia. The people 
(4) Among others F.M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England (1947), 
F. Barlow, The English Church 1000-1066 (1963). 
D. Whi te1ock, The Beginnings of English Society (1952) 
P.R. B1ai~, Anglo-Saxon England (196~), R.V. Lennard, 
Rural England 1086-1135 (1959). F. Bar1ow, The Feudal 
Kingdom of England 1042-1256 (1951). 
(5) P.I. de La Tour, Ope cit. P. Thomas, Le Droit de Propriet~ 
des Laigues sur 1es Eg1ises, et la Patronage Laigue an Moyen 
Age (Bib1. de L' Eco1e des Hautes Etudes, Sciences Re1ig. 
T. 19), H.G.F. Beck, The Pastoral Care of souls in S.E. 
France during the Sixth Century (1950). C.E. Boyd, Tithes 
and Parishes in Medieval Italy (1952) HOlieVep, it slae\lld 
be fte~ea ~at ~ffiaB, ep . eit., Bt~eBBeB that the la~ never 
eStlftilehaneea tlatii19 El&Vele~meftts. The following paragraphs , 
are a summary of the findings of these historians. 
4 
who normally attended these churches were still considered as 
parishioners of the church of the civitas, to which they had to 
go on certain occasions. The priests in charge of such local 
churches could not baptise, except in articulo mortis, this being 
the prerogative of the bishop, who would visit each such church 
at least once a year to perform this rite. Thus these churches 
were completely public; they had no lord except the bishop. 
Almost as soon as this process began, however, the great 
lords began to build private oratoria on their fundi for the 
convenience of themselves and their tenants. So many oratoria 
were built that it seems likely that, by the tenth century, few 
vills in these lands, except in forest areas, or areas of late 
settlement, were without a church. These oratoria were, from 
the beginning, proprietary in character. The lord would appoint 
and dismiss the priest, and pay him whatever he thought fit. He 
would build his oratory where and how he liked, without reference 
to the bishop. It is true that both the lord and his tenants 
continued to be, in the eyes of the law, parishioners of the 
central church of the diocese, as before. In particular, they 
were supposed to carry their children to the mother churches for 
baptism when the bishop came. However, in the disturbed world 
of Merovingian Gaul and Lombard Italy, most lords usurped rights 
of baptism for their oratoria, and the paroohial rights of the 
bishop and the mother churohes were usurped with them. Once the 
oratoria got these rights of baptism, they are more accurately 
called Eigenkirchen, proprietary churches. At the same time 
the growth of monasticism had led to many of the old mother 
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churohes leaving the bishop's hands and becOming Eigenkirchen of 
monasteries. During the period @f the Viking invasions the last 
traces of the old public character of the mother churches seem to 
have disappeared. 
It is generally assumed that the development of the parish 
in England was strictly similar. After the firm establishment of 
a bishop in eaoh kingdom came the foundation of a few churches, 
basioally public in oharacter, although not perhaps so formally 
episcopal as in Gaul or Italy. In ~ngland these churohes were 
oalled minsters rather than mother churohes, but for reasons which 
I shall go into, I shall oontinue to speak of them as mother 
churches. It is generally believed that there was in England a far 
higher propGrtion of regulars among the clerics staffing the local 
churohes than on the continent. In each diocese there would be 
but a handt'ul of such l(:)cal ohurches. Two early doouments from 
Kent seem to speak, for instance, of eight as the number (apart from 
the two cathedrals) in that county. (6) 
It is assumed that here, as in Gaul and Italy, the lords 
built Eigenkirohen on their estates from an early date. With so 
few mother ohurches, and so many Eigenkirohel'!l, the small churoh with 
only one priest and serving but one village must, it is thought, 
have beoome the norm from an early date. It is further assumed 
that, as in Gaul and Italy, the Viking attaoks almost, although not 
(6) M. Deanesley, Earl~ English and Gallio Minsters (T.R.H.S. 4th 
S Vol. XXIII, 1941) W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonioum, 
No. 91. . 
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entirely, destroyed what was left of the public oharacter of the 
m~ther ohurohes.(7) 
This view of the history of parochial development is based 
on little more than a hypothetioal reading into an English situation 
of a pattern which seems to have developed on the Continent. This 
hypothesis, however, does not seem to be fully borne out by the 
ve~ little detailed local work that has been done on the subject. 
Probably the first English historian to interest himselt' in 
this i'ield was W. Page, who did some interesting work on the churches 
of the Domesday survey.(8) Page was of the opinion that each 
Domesday hundred, at least in most parts of the country, had just 
one church, attached to the main manor of the hundred, and with an 
area parochially subject to it co-termincms with the hundred. ::)uoh 
a hundred-church looks, at first sight, far more like a mother church 
than an Eigenkirohe of the type that the commonly held view oonsiders 
the Domesday norm. Page's views are clearly of importanoe, for, 
if acourate, they would imply that the Viking attacks did not have 
the oatastrophic effect on the mother churches that they are commonly 
supposed to have had. Page's views, however, have not been upheld 
by some more recent writers on the Domesday churohes, and he is 
(7) Barlow, The Feudal Kingdom, p. 30, Lennard, Ope cit., p. 288 
seq. Barlow, The English Church, po. 183 seq. stent(!)n, 
(8) 
OPe cit., p. 148 seq. All these passages speak of minsters 
surviving to some extent here and there, but all seem to 
consider that the proprietory village church was, at least, 
the norm by the time of Domesday. 
Some Remarks on the Churches of the Domesda 
Archaeologioa Vol. !XVI 915 Barlow, .;;;;,l..;.,oc.;.,.--.;; __ _ recognises 
the value of this article. 
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clearly inaccurate in places, and extreme in some of his 
conclusions. (9) 
His basic premiss is, however, supported to some degree by 
the work of Dr. B.R. Kemp. Kemp has worked on the churches of 
Berkeley in Gloucester,(lO) and Thatcham in Berkshire,(ll) and he 
has shown that, in those two places, there existed churches in the 
early twelfth century which had areas parochially subject to them 
co- terminous, in the one case with the hernesse of Berkeley, and 
in the other with the hundred of Thatcham. Within these two areas 
Kemp does not find any churches that look like Eigenkirchen. He 
also shows how the rights of the mother churches at these places 
slowly changed and withered during the twelfth century, and how 
the village churches of the two ar eas slowly grew from their 
eleventh and twelfth century origins as chapels of the mother 
church into independent entities. This work, while being extremely 
interesting and suggestive, is concerned with only two mother 
(9) 
(10) 
(11) 
In particular, where Page speaks of the number of hundreds 
in Domesday, with only one church recorded. He speaks as 
if these hundreds had only one church in existence at that 
time, a mother church serving the entire hundred. This 
study will show that many hundreds did, indeed, originally 
have one mother church, but within the original parochie 
of such mother churches there had usually been founded, by 
the time of Domesday some dependents, and probably some 
independent churches as well. Thes'e might not be entered 
in Domesday, for some reason. In fact, Hampshire has some 
areas where only one church is mentioned in Domesday but 
where the existence of others well before that date is 
certain. For views diametrically opposed to Page's, see 
D. Giffard, The Church in Domesday Book (unpubl. Ph.D. 
thesis, London, 1954). Giffard can see no trace of 
hundredal churches, but feels that the evidence of a 'modern' 
parochial system of one viII parishes is overwhelming. 
Lennard, loco cit., is of the same opinion. 
The churches of Berkeley Hernesse (Bristol and Gloucester 
Archaeol. Soc. Vol. CXXXVII, 1968). 
The Mother Church of Thatcham (Berkshire Archaeol. Journal 
Vol~ CXIII, 1969). 
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churches, and cannot threw much light on the question of whether 
the generally held view is an accurate one for the country as a 
whole or not. Before this view can be criticised rationally, work 
must be done on the origins of the parish over a number ef wider 
areas. 
D.C. Douglas has done a certain amount of work on the Domesday 
Monachorum,(12) an important document from Christchurch, Canterbury, 
which includes much eleventh century information about the Kentish 
churches, and it might have been expected that this wott would fill 
this need for Kent. It is not, however, of the importance one might 
expect. The Domesday Monachorum is oapab1e of telling us much 
about the early history of the parish, but Douglas seems to study 
it on the basic assumption that the oommonly held view of the 
development of the parish in England is the correot one. 
It is hoped that this thesis will, to some extent, fill this 
gap by discussing the churches of one part of the country in depth; 
so that some light at least will be thrown on the wider questions 
of how the English parishes grew up, and what the status and powers 
of the village churches were in the years after the Conquest. 
It might, however, be argued that whatever conclusions are 
reached by a study of this kind are invalid, on the grounds that 
Hampshire is atypical, in some way, of the ' country as a whole. 
The cQunty is large, and contains land of many different sorts and 
degrees of fertility - fertile lands and meadows along the ri?ers; 
(12) The Domesday Monachorum of Christ Church Canterbury (1944). 
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wide expanses of downland good only for sheep; and great areas 
of some of the poorest soil in England. It contains ane great 
and ancient city - Winchester - and a number of smaller centres. 
In all this it is quite typical. However, there are two factors 
operating in Hampshire that are, perhaps, atypical. 
The first of these is the fact that the Winchester area was 
the very heart of the Anglo-Saxon kingdom; and it may be that 
here, under the king's eyes, the old laws and customs were kept 
intact longer than elsewhere. 
The other is the great power of the bishop and the religious 
houses in this county, a power arising from the fact that over 
one third of the cQumty was in episcopal or religious hands before 
the Conquest. This, obviously, is a factor of great importance, 
although its effect on the development of the parish is impossible 
to quantify. If the episcopal parishes are compared with those 
in lay hands some differences can be seen. These differences, 
however, are slight: of degree, not kind. It oan, of course, 
be argued that the power and influence of the bishop here was 
suoh that laymen were led to imitating his example by introducing 
into their ohurches practices which can be seen most completely 
in his churches; and which are much rarer in other counties less 
dominated by the Church. This argument, .however, seems to be of 
little weight. The same practises can be seen in Berkshire, 
Surrey, and Kent, in none of which counties, not even Kent, did 
the Church have the power it did in Hampshire. 
We can, therefore, while bearing in mind the passibility of 
distortion arising from the power of the Church, consider the 
development of the parish in Hampshire as probably typical of 
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Wessex, and possibly of Southern England as a whole. However, 
it is not necessarily, or even probably, typical of the Danelaw, 
and still less of the Celtic areas. Indeed, work on Scottish 
parishes - although perforce based on very little in the way of 
evidence - suggests that the development there, at least, was 
quite different from in the south.(13) 
Although the great territorial strength of the Church in 
Hampshire may have acted as a distorting factor in the early 
histery of' the parish there, it does, at the same time, give us 
a greater wealth of eVidence fer that early history than we get 
elsewhere. 117 of the 332 later parishes or parochial chapelries 
were already in episcopal or religious hands by the Conquest; and the 
number had risen to 255 by 1450. For many ot' these 255 churches 
we have a certain amount 01' evidence i'rom the Cartularies or 
charter deposits of the religious house in question. Unfortunately, 
however, the archives ef some of the monasteries which held the 
largest numbers of Hampshire churches have perished more or less 
entirely. This is especially so with regard to the five great 
Anglo-~axon royal monasteries within the county - the Cathedral 
Priory (the Old Minster, or st. Swithun's) the New Minster (later 
Hyde Abbey), Nunnaminster (st. Mary's Abbey, Winchester), Wherwell, 
and Romsey. 
Of these, the Old Minster has left three cartularies -
infinitely more than any of the other Anglo-oaxon houses. These 
(13) I.B. Cowan, The Vevelo ment of the Parochial S stem in 
Scotland (Scottish Hist. Rev. Vol. XI-Xli, 1961-2 • 
M. Morgan, The Or anisation of the Scottish Church in the 
Twelfth Century T .R.H.S. 4th Ser. Vol. XIII. 
11 
cartularies, however, are of less interest for this subject than 
one might hope. The great collection of Anglo-Saxon and Norman 
landbooks, diplomas, and writs which forms the oldest of these 
cartularies, the Codex wintoniensis,(14) although it contains 
mere Angl~-Saxon oharters than any other single source, scarcely 
mentions a single church in all its 121 folios. Even more 
unofrtunately, this great oart~lary contains none of those 
transcripts of episospal matrioule and chrism-penny lists that 
distinguish the Domesday Monachorum. The making of suoh lists 
seems probable, but so, alas, does their complete destruction. 
The two later oart~laries have some information ab$ut the suburban 
churches of Winohester, but not much.(15) Taken all in all, the 
poverty of the st. Swithun's material for this study is most 
disappointing. 
The two complete Hyde Cartularies, (16) and the fragmentary 
one atWinohester College, (17) contain practically nothing earlier 
than 1200, and the Wherwell cartulary nothing earlier than 1230.(18) 
The archives of Romsey and Nunnaminster have both perished entirely, 
although the Cartulary of Edington, (19) to which college one of 
(14) B.Y. Add M.S. 15350. 
B.M. Add M.S. 29436, Winohester D & 'C Muniments. The same 
disappointing result is found in the 3 Collections of 
original documents at Winchester entitled Saint Sw1thuns 
Letter Books I-Ill. 
(16) B.M. Cott. Demit. A XIV, Harley, 1761. 
(17) WCM no. 2220. 
(18) B.M. Egerton 2104. 
(19) B.M. Lansdowne 442. 
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the prebends of Romsey was appropriated, throws a little light 
on the internal organisation of that church in the later fourteenth 
century. .l!'or most Qf the churches held by Anglo-Saxon monasteries, 
therefore, Domesday is our earliest eVidence. 
This disappointing pioture is to some extent mitigated by a 
muoh richer survival from another important ohuroh of the late 
eleventh and twelfth oenturies. The oartulary of Christohurch 
Priory, t20) regularised in 1150, oontains a number of documents 
f'rom the arohi ves of' the college of' secular oanons that existed 
there bef'ore the regularisation. M0st of' these refer to the 
paroohial rights of the canons. 'l'his group of' d00uments is the 
most important we have for this stu~. 
'fhe cartularies or registers of' ::>t. Cross Hospital, t21) 
t2~) t~3) Mottis:t'ont Priory, Caris'brooke PriOry, and ::>outhwick 
Priory, t24) and charter deposits f"rom the priories of tialIible-1e-
Ricet~5) and ::>e1borne(26) also contain a number of important 
documents. The other cartularies and deposits in the .tjib1iography 
contain no more than one or two interesting doouments each. 
~efore proceding with this dissertation, I shall like to 
olari:ry some 01" the terminology used in it. Throughout, the term 
(20) . H.M. cotton Tib. D. VI. 
(~1) ~.M. Har1ey, 161b, hOSp. or ::>t. Cross Muniments. 
(~~) HRO 13M63/2, 13M 63/108 (a transoript of several foliOS from 
a missing Cartulary) 
(23) B.M. Egerton 3667. 
( 24) HRO 1 M54/1, 1 M 5412 , 1 M54/3, and for oharter deposits, 
5M50, and 4M53. 
(25) Winohester College Muniments. 
(26) Magda1ene College Oxford Muniments. 
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'mother ohurch' has been used in preference to 'minster'. This 
is because 'minster', with its connotation of communal life, 
seems to be a little inaccurate. The term 'mother church' 
focusses attention on the element of superiority, which, rather 
than community, is surely the essential element that differentiates 
this class of church from others. In this dissertation 'minster' 
has been used only to refer to the three great Winchester churches 
(the Old Minster, New Minster, and Nunnaminster) , in translations 
and discussions of Anglo-Saxon or pre-Conquest Latin texts which 
use the words mynstra or monasterium, and in quotations from, and 
discussions of, the work of historians who use 'minster' where I 
would use 'mother church'. 
In order to distinguish between the area subject to a mother 
church and that subject to the later parish church, the term 
parochia has been used for the first, and parish for the second. 
Each parochia would, therefore, cover the land of a number of 
vills, each of which would, later, in the normal course of events, 
form a parish. Since each church that started life as a mother 
church was, at a later date, simply one parish church among many, 
each such mother church can be said to have had not only a parochia, 
but ~so, later, a parish, which consisted of only a portion of 
the area which had gone to make up the parochia in the earlier 
period. It is this smaller area only that is meant when, for 
instance, reference is made to the parish of Eling, or Alton, and 
the larger when reference is made to the parochia of Eling or 
Alton. 
It is important to stress the difference between subordinate 
churches and simple Chapels. The subordinate churches were all 
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truly paroohial. They had their own rectors, parochial boundaries, 
and deoimabilia. Their subordination was usually marked by formal 
acts, pensions, and fiscal rights enjoyed by the rector of the 
mother church. As time went on, these formal acts tended to 
disappear, and the subordinate churches to become oompletely 
independent parish churches. A chapel, on the other hand, remained 
within the parish and decimabilia of the main church, and was 
normally served by a chaplain appointed and dismissed by the reotor 
of that churoh. A ohapel had no reotor, no parochial boundaries, 
no decimabilia; in short, no persona. Such ohapels rarely developed 
into independent ohurches. The terms 'dependent church' or 
'parochial chapel' have been used for the first sort of church, and 
'chapel' exclusively for the second. 
This distinction is an essential one to draw, for the later 
meanings of 'chapel' lead one to believe that places called capella 
in early documents must necessarily have been entirely subordinate 
to so~e other church, whereas, in faot, the word is very of-ten 
applied to dependent ohurches with a considerable degree of 
independent life.(27) 
Oocasionally, it is true, it is difficult to be sure whether 
a particular place is a parochial chapel or a simple chapel. For 
the purposes of this stu~, any chapel that had a burial ground, 
(27) The distinction was not always clearly drawn in the Middle 
Ages. The town ehurches of Southampton were all parochial 
chapels - dependents with their own persona - of st. Mary 
Extra, Southampton. Yet, in the last qu~rter of the twelfth 
oentury these churches are called capelle (B.M. Add MS 15314 
(Cartulary of St. Denys) f76b, 77b) capelle parochiales (ibid. 
f.77a) and ecclesie (B.M. Egerton 3667 (Cartulary of Cari~oke) 
f.20a). It is the middle one of these 3 Terms which is the 
most correct. 
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a patron different from the patron of the mother church, control 
over the tithes of its viII, or a permanent, irremovable, 
incumbent, has been considered a parochial chapel. 
Finally, an index map and gazetteer have been added at the 
end of this dissertation to make the location of the parishes 
easier to anyone not familiar with the topography of Hampshire. 
1 1 
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PRELIMINARY 
The first thing that has to be done before any study of 
the early parochial system of any area can be made, is to attempt 
to discover which of the later parish churches in that area had 
begun their life as mother churches, and which as manorial oratories, 
or dependencies of a mother churoh. In some areas this is a 
relatively easy task. Thus, in Kent, we have, in the Domesday 
Monachorum, a couple of very early lists of churches, which tell 
us a lot about the Kentish mother churches.(l) In Hampshire, 
however, the problem is rather more difficult. 
In that county, all we have is a few references to churches 
from pre-Conquest times, a handful of rather complex Domesday 
entries, some interesting documents from the middle to late twelfth 
century, and some suggestive remarks in even later material. We 
nowhere have a detailed early account of the Hampshire churches, 
nowhere is there a collection of documents that can give us a 
solid basis to build on. The further baok in time we look, the 
more the paucity of material increases. In fact, if we were to 
limit ourselves to doouments coming from what is generally 
considered to be the mother-church period - the pre-Danish period 
- this study would be quite impossible. !ndeed, even if we are 
allowed to include doouments of the next three centuries - down to 
the date of the Domesday Monachorum - it would not be much more 
feasible. At all stages we are forced, in default of good early 
(1) Ed. D.C. Douglas, 1944, pp5-16, 77-80, and plates of Folio 
Iv and v. 
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dooumentary evidence, to rely on deduction. Everywhere we are 
forced to rely en doouments of a much later date than the period 
we are interested in; reading back from the evidenoe we have to 
what we imagine conditions half a millenium or so earlier to have 
been. 
It might be thought that this dependence on reading back 
would be extremely dangerous; but, due to the innate conservatism 
of ecclesiastical systems, it is less so than one might expect. 
This is because the rights guaranteed to a mother ohurch, no less 
in the Anglo-Saxon laws than in the Canon Law, tended to have a 
finanoial aspeot, and ohurches have always been remarkably 
tenacious of rights of income. 
The Canon Law gave a highly privileged position to the first 
church founded by episcopal authority in a district. Once such 
a church had been founded, it received, as of right, the tithe, 
oblations and sepulture of all the inhabitants of a distriot, 
the boundaries of which would be settled at the consecration of 
the new churoh. Onoe the churoh had been founded, its monopoly 
of eoclesiastical revenue in the district was indefeaSible. As 
the Canon Law puts it: 
Nulla igitur presumptione statum parrochiarum qui 
perpetue etatis firmitate duravit patimur inmutari.(2) 
(2) G16.2.3.5-7. There are many other canons in Gratian with 
a similar ruling. Among others are G2.l6.1.43~5, G2.l6.l.56-59, 
and G2.16.2.4. G2.l6.1.43 reads 
Eoclesiae antiquitus constitutae nec decimis nec 
. r 
ulla possessione priventur ita ut novis orato,iis 
tribuantur. 
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In this situation, anyone who wanted to found an oratory 
in a district whioh already had a ohurch founded by episcopal 
authority would oome up at once against the pre-existing rights 
of that church to the ecclesiastical dues of that viII. To 
attempt to divert the tithes or oblations to the new oratory would 
be quite illegal. To do this would imply both that the founding 
lord had power to control the ecolesiastical revenue of his lands, 
and that a new church could, by its mere foundation, take over the 
rights of a pre-existing church. These two implications were 
both strenuously denied by the Canon Law throughout the early Middle 
Ages. Gratian sums up centuries of canonical thinking on the first 
of them in the terse dicta: 
Laioi autem, nec sua, nec episooporum auctoritate, 
deoimas vel ecclesias possidere possunt.(3) 
and an earlier writer had dealt with the second equqlly sucoinotly: 
ut nullus alterium parrochie terminos aut ius invadet.(4) 
(Of oourse, this strict prohibition did not refer to churohes 
founded by episoopal authority, but only to lay foundations). The 
canonical solution was simple and olear; the new, lay-founded ohurch 
must be subordinate to, and dependent on, the earlier, episcopal one: 
Plures baptismales ecclesie in una terminatione 
esse ~o~ possunt, sed una tantummodo, cum oapellis 
sUisJ.5J 
(3) G2.16.7. This is a dicta, but sums up a multitude of 
rulings in the sections G2.1.2, G2.13.1, and especially 
G2.16.1. 
(4) G2.16.1.54. 
(5) Gl.70 .2§2 . 
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This inflexible attitude had to be relaxed in practice. 
In the period of the barbarian invasions the position of the 
Church was often weak. The Church was anxious to spread 
Christianity, and to deepen its hold on those who already believed. 
For this it was necessary to have as many centres of Christian 
influence in pagan areas as possj.ble. This meant that the Church 
wanted as many rural churches as Possible.(6) However, the wealth 
of the Church was not great enough for the Church itself to found 
many new churches. It was necessary to have the co-operation of 
the lay owners of the soil, despite the deep canonical dislike of 
laymen acting in these matters. That dislike was based on very 
real dangers. The Church wanted laymen to act as disinterested 
providers of new churches that would be as much within the episcopal 
system as the old mother churches. Laymen, however, tended to 
want more. If they had founded a church, they often felt it should 
be their Eigenkirche; and Eigenkirchen were totally alien to the 
spirit of the canon law, and to the historical development of the 
Church. The Church, then, was in a dilemma. It wanted more 
churches; it had to use lay wealth to get them; and it was scared 
of the consequences of giving laymen that power. At first, the 
(6) G2.10.3.3§1, and G2.13.1.1 both insist that all villages 
above a certain minimum size should have a church, but 
this should be read in the light of the other rulings 
mentioned already that new foundations should not harm the 
already existing churches financially. 
20 
Canon Law tried the impossible - to give the lay-founders no real 
power at all. (7) 
This was not enough for the lay founders. Where the Church 
was weak, as, at times, in Gaul and Italy, they took more, and 
made their churches Eigenkirchen. Where the Church was strong, 
in close alliance with the King, the layman demanded, at the very 
least, considerably more than the Canon Law considered proper, 
before he would prooeed to the expense of foundation. In particular 
he demanded rights of patronage over the new church. Eventually, 
despite explicit early prohibitions, the Church agreed. There is 
no spaoe here for a detailed study of the history of abvowson, which, 
in any case, has been dealt with by other historians.(8) All that 
needs to be stressed. here is that the canonical acceptance of lay 
patronage came relatively late and grudgingly, and was the absolute 
limit to which the Churoh was prepared to go. As Gratian put it: 
Quid iuris fundatores ecclesiarum in eis habeant vel 
quid non? Habent ius providendi et consulendi et 
sacerdotem inveniendi; sed non habent ius vendendi 
ve'l donandi vel utendi tamqu¥l propriis. (9) 
(7) The oanons mentioned already seem to show quite clearly that 
the original view of the Church was that a founder was making 
an offering, a gift, to the church, which it was, after being 
offered., solely for the bishop to do with as he wished. This 
is spelt out very clearly in G2.16.7.31 . and G2.16.7.26-28, 
the first of which allows the founder only the right of 
reporting misdeeds in the churoh to the bishop, and the second 
of which allows him only the right of a ceremonial entry in 
addition to the rights enjoyed by all Christians. 
'Nichil tamen sibi fundator ex hac basilica 
noverit vendicandum nisi processionis aditum 
quiChristianis omnibus in commune debetur.' 
(8) Especially P. Thomas, Le Droit de Pro riete des Lai ues sur 
les Eglises et la Patronage Laique an Moyen Age · Bibl. de 
l'Ecole des Hautes Etudes; Sciences Relig. T.19). 
(9) G2.16.7.30 (Diota). The other Gration canons on the sub~ect 
are mostly in G2 .16.2. For the later developments from this 
position and, in particular, the developments associated 
with the pontificate of Alexander Ill, see the Decretales, 
especially 03.38, and Thomas, Ope cit. 
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Thus, the Church was prepared to welcome new foundations, 
even to give a guid pro guo to the founder in the form of the 
advowson, but was not prepared to relax its old prohibitions on 
lay control of ecclesiastioal income, or on the indefeasible right, 
under the bishop, of the earlier founded ohurch to the entirety of 
its original inoome. 
A barbarian landowner might well have believed that the 
principle of Eigenkirchentum was a reasonable and just one. But, 
if he tried to put it into practioe in an area where the Church 
was strong, he would, as we have seen, find himself vigorously 
opposed by the law of the Church. The bishop would encourage him 
to go ahead, but would try to force him to provide enough from his 
own resources to render the new church independent of specifically 
ecclesiastical inoome, (especially tithe and sepulture), thus 
preserving the rights of older churches. Furthermore, he would 
try to get the landowner to agree to this in return for nothing 
more substantial than the advowson. 
It has sometimes been said that 'i:>arbarian K1_ngs and their 
counCillors actively supported the aspirations of laymen to their 
Eigenkirohen; that the barbarian law-oodes, and the theoretical 
writings of ecclesiastics close to the courts, assume the existenoe 
and propriety of Eigenkirchentum. This is only partly true. 
Certainly, one oan find writers, in some places during some periods, 
who do seem to hold these views; but they seem to be in a minority. (10) 
(10) The clearest example of ideas of Eigenkirchentum being expressed 
by high-ranking oleries comes from Carolingian and late 
Merovingian Gaul. Archbishop Hincmar of Rheims certainly seems 
to aooept more of the idea of lay proprietorship of churohes 
than is usual, and it is enshrined in the Capitulary of 
Frankfort (744) and other Frankish laws. Even papal pronouncements 
can be .seen in this light in thj.s period. Thomas, oE.,. cit., 
discusses this period in Gaul in depth. E. Amann and A. Dum{,!-s, 
L 'Eglise au Pouvoir des Laigues (Histoire de l'Eglise, Vol. 7) 
pp. 273 seq. is also of interest. 
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I n England, for instance, throughout the Anglo-Saxon period, 
the law clearly protected the rights of the prior foundation. 
Most of the referenoes to churohes in the Anglo-Saxon laws 
occur in three codes - Edgar II, Aethelred VII, and Gnut I. 
Unfortunately all these codes are from the period after the 
Danish invasi0ns. However, isolated references in earlier codes 
appear to share the same basiC assumptions that are spelled out 
in detail in the three oodes mentioned above. 
These three codes have one significant cluBe, whioh is 
repeated, with minor verbal variations, again and again. This 
is, in Anglo-Saxon, that all ecclesiastical dues must be rendered 
to tham stowum, (or tham ealdam mynstre) the hit mid rihte togebyrige, 
and, in Latin, as ad matrem ecclesiam cum adiacet. Edgar ordered 
the payment of tithe, ciriosceattas, ploughalms, hearthpenny, and 
soul penny to the old minster.(ll) Aethelred repeated this on 
three ocoasions, (12) as did Gnut twice (who added Peter's Pence to the 
list, along with light due~.(13) Older codes mention parts of the 
list only. Athelstan ordered the payment of ciricsceattas to the 
old minster;(14) and Ine ordered its payment, without speoifying 
(11) A.J • Robertson, 1925, The laws of the Kings of England from 
Edmund to Henry 1, F .L. Attenborough, .1922, Laws of the Earliest 
English Kings • . Edgar II l§l, 2§2, 2§3, 3, 5~2, Aethelred VII 
4§1, Gnut I 8-14. A precisely similar ruling, although not 
in the same words, is in Gnut (1027 Proclamation) 16. 
(12) Aethelred V 12§1 (soulscot only) Aethelred VII 481, Aethelred 
VIII 9-14 (at least by implication). 
(13) Gnut (1027 Procn.) 16, Gnut I 8-14. 
(14) Aethelstan I 4. 
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the ohuroh to which it should be paid.(15) In similar, less 
explicit terms, 'Edward and Guthrum' ordered the payment of 
ciricsceattas, Peter's Pence, light dues, and PlOughscot;(16) 
Edmund, tithe, ciricsceattas, Peter's Pence, and ploughscot.(17) 
This list covers !!l ecclesiastical revenues except free will 
offerings unless these too are covered by the vague and difficult 
term ciriosceattas. 
Tithe was the most contentious of all Church dues. Tithe 
from the demesne, in particular, was, in many places, often felt 
to be something which should be more in the lord's control 'than 
villein tithe or other forms of eoclesiastical income~ Edgar's 
code specifioally refutes thiS, and orders the payment to the old 
minster equally of the demesne and villain tithe: 
Ond man agife aelce teothunga to tham ealdum mynstrum 
the seo hyrnes to hyrth; ond thaet sy thonne swa 
gelaest, aegther ge of thegnes lnl~nde, ge of neatlande 
- swa h1,t hit seo sulh gegange. l18) 
Edgar also, in a clause later repeated by Aethelred and Cnut, lays 
down exceptionally severe penalties for breach of this and his 
other tithe clauses - the old minster's priest, (thaes mvnstres 
maessepreost) with the support of the kings men, was to go and 
(15) Ine 4, 61. 
(16) Edward and Guthrum 6. 
(17) Edmund I 2. 
(18) Edgar II l§l) repeated Edgar IV 1§1-6 
'You shall give all the tithe to the old minster 
to which obedienoe is owed, and this is how it 
shall be given, both from demesne and from 
villein land, from all land the plough goes over.' 
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take his tenth, after which the man's belongings were to be 
confiscated as a fine - ane tenth to g0 to his lord, and four 
tenths equally to the King and the Archbishop. (19) 
Various awkwardnesses and loop-holes in the law on tithe 
and ecclesiastical income were filled at some date or other 
during Anglo-Saxon times. As early as Ine the dates for the 
payment of tithe were laid down - they were clarified and the 
rules extended by Edgar and Aethelred and Cnut.(20 ) Difficulties 
that arose when a man died outside his parish were settled by 
Aethelred - his normal church was to receive the soulscot.(21) 
Many other small emendments and clarifications of this sort are 
to be found scattered throughout the COdes.(22) 
Clearly, therefore, Church dues, specified in some detail, 
w¥ere to be paid at fixed dates to an ealdum mynstrum which can 
scarcely be other than the Canonical church of prior foundation. 
What is more, although the phrase tham stowum the hit mid rihte 
togeb~ige first appears only as late as the reign of Athelstan, 
it seems clear that the earlier codes, especially Ine's, imply 
it as well. 
This insistence that all payments be made to the old minster 
is incompatible with any belief in an Anglo-Saxon legal or 
(19) Edgar 11 3, (and see Edgar IV 1§1-6) Aethelred VIII 8, 
Cnut I 892. 
(20) Ine 4, 61; Edgar 11 2§3, 3, 4, Aethelred V 11, VI 16-14, 
VIII 9-14; Cnut (1027 Proclamation) 16, I 8-10, 12, 11 48. 
(21) Aethelred V 1291, defining Edgar 11 592, and repeated in 
Cnut I 1391. 
(22) It is not worth giving all the details at great length. 
A cursory comparison of the clauses dealing with the same 
subject in successive codes will show the sort of continuous 
process of emendment spoken of. 
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theoretical aoceptance of the principle of lay control over 
ecclesiastical income. This is particularly clear for the 
vital century after the end of the Danish period; when most 
historians are agreed that the bulk of village churches were 
probably founded. 
Only one concession to the lay lords was made in the Codes. 
This is Edgar 11, clause 2, repeated in Cnut I, clause 12. 
This is an extremely interesting clause, although difficult to 
interpret. Basically, it says that a thegn with a church and 
graveyard on his bookland may pay to it one third of his demesne 
tithe, but not if his church has no graveyard: 
Gif hwa thonne thegna sy the on his boclande 
circan haebbe the legerstow on sy, gesylle thone 
thriddan dael his agenra teothunga into his circan. 
( §l) Gif hwa circan haebbe the legerstow on (ne) 
sy, do he of tham nigotham daele his preoste thaet 
thaet he wille.(23) 
It is instructive to note the restrictions placed on this grant. 
Firstly, it is limited to bookland - estates held on more 
precarious tenures are excluded. Then the demesne tithe only 
(agenra teothunga) is mentioned. It seems certain that this 
phrase refers to demesne tithe only, rather than to the tithe 
of the whole estate, since this Code, having explicitly distinguished 
demesne and villein tithe,in the previous clause can be assumed 
to have the division in mind. The previous clause runs teothunga 
•••• aegther ge of thegnes inlande ge of neatlande. Further, 
(23) 'If any thegn has a church on his bookland with a cemetery, 
he shall give one third part of his own tithe to this 
church. If the church has no cemetery, he shall give his 
priest what he wishes from the nine parts (left after 
paying his tithe~' 
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the grant is limited to churches with cemeteries - specifically, 
thegns with churches without cemeteries are to pay all their 
tithe (under the authority of clause 1) to the old mihster, and 
to pay their church what they would from what they had left after 
paying the tithe. 
Unfortunately, the Code gives no hint as to how a thegn 
with bookland set about getting a graveyard for his church. 
Doubtless, the bishop would be needed at some stage for the 
consecration of the new graveyard. On later evidence, we may 
assume that, if the church was within an older church's effective 
sphere of influence, then, at least, a substantial payment to the 
older church would be necessary before the graveyard was permitted. 
At all events, this concession cannot be read as a very large one 
- it allowed the layman a fraction more than the Canon Law did, 
but only a fraction. 
This clause leads onto another very inter esting one -
Aethelred VIII clause 5, repeated in Cnut I, clause 3a. This 
clause first makes the interesting point that all churches are 
equal in the consecration they receive, but not in worldly 
honour. It theR goes on to describe four grades of church and 
ascribes grithbryce to them: 
(e .l) Ne synd ealle cyrcean ne gelice maethe woruldlice 
wurthscipes wyrthe theah hig godcundlice habban 
halgunge gelice. (§.2 ) Heafodmynstres grithbryce is 
aet botwyrthum thingun be cingces munde thaet is 
mid v. pundum on Englalage (ond on Centlande aet 
tham mundbryce v. pund' tham cingce and threo tham 
arcebiscope); ond medemran myRstres mid cxx. scill' 
thaet is be cingces wite; ond thonne gyt laessan 
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thaer lytel theowdon sig ond legerstow theah sig, 
mid lx. scill'; ond feldoyricean thaer legerstow 
ne sig mid xxx. scill , .(24) 
We may, I think, equate the lower two of these four classes -
the laessan and the feldcyricean, - with the two classes of church 
mentioned in Edgar 11, cl. 2. If this is so, these bottom two 
grades of church must have been village churches differing only 
in the degree of the service they provided. The two higher 
classes must have been, on the one hand, the mother churyhes, 
on the other the cathedrals, monasteries and the more important 
"' .. 
colleges of seculars. The inf~ence is clear - Anglo-Saxon law 
A. 
recognised two types of church - a village church (with or without 
a graveyard), and a mynstre (either just a rural mother church or 
a religious establishment of national significance)o The first 
type were legally weak, with only the very slight concession of 
Edgar 11, cl. 2, allowing any ecclesiastical income to come their 
way. This very clear divergence - so reminiscent of the Canon 
Law - does not seem to have been the case in France - Carolingian 
(24) The essential idea is already mentioned in Edgar 11 l§l 
'All churches do not have an equal measure 
of worldly honour, although they have equal 
divine consecration. The payment for the 
breach of peace of a chief minster is set 
at the figure for breach of the King's munde, 
that is £5 in the area of English law (and in 
Kent the breach of munde is £5 to the king and 
£3 to the Archbishop), for the breach of peace 
of a middle ranking minster it is 120 shillings, 
which is the same as the figure for the breach 
of the King's wite, and for the breach of the 
peace of a minor church, which, while it has a 
cemetery, has only a small degree of religious 
observance, it is 60 shillings. For the 
breach of the peace of a field church without 
a cemetery, it is 30 shillings.' 
I 
I 
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and post-Carolingian lords had been too powerful for such an 
ecolesiastical tinge to develop in the seoular law there.(25) 
This oan be seen in a very interesting way. 
The Leis Willelm reproduoed, among many other Anglo-
Saxon laws, the Aethelred VIII clause 5 given above. But 
olearly, the Norman lawyer who drew this dooument up had no 
understanding of the position, or no sympathy with so canonioal 
At all events, the text was so emended and glossed by 
him that it was given a totally new, French, oharacter. Only 
three olasses of ohurch are mentioned in the Leis Willelm, and 
they are glossed as follows: the first as evesgue u abeie u 
iglise de religiun; the second as mere iglise de parosse; and 
the third as chapele.(26) These ohanges bring the Aethelredian 
law into an immediately familiar, modern context; but it must 
be stressed that it did not have this charaoter in Anglo-Saxon 
times; then, it definitely spoke of two different types of 
church. 
Thus the Anglo-Saxon law clearly reoognised the rights 
of the canonical church of prior foundation - the ealdan mynstrum 
- both as a superior type of church, and in all (with one minor 
exception) rights of income. More surprising, perhaps, is that 
the Anglo-Saxon law takes a line on the idea of lay power over 
(25) Thomas, OPe cit. 
(26) Leis Willelm 1. 
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priests and churches as intransigent as its line over lay 
control of ecclesiastical income - a line almost as intransigent 
as that of the Canon Law. 
It is true that Alfred's Code twice mentions a priest's 
lord, and gives him, in some circumstances, powers over the 
priest similar to those enjoyed by lords over lay vassals. (27) 
Edgar t~o. , in one place, speaks of ure preostaso(28) But these 
are exoeptions. More typioal is the very speoial position 
enjoyed by the Church and its priests from the very earliest 
times in respeot of grithbryoe and mundbryoe and rights of 
sanotuary. From the time of Aethelbeorht to the time of Cnut 
the breach of any ohurohrs peaoe was rated very highly. Even 
the lowly field ohurch of Aethelred had the substantial grithbyoe 
of 30 shillings.(29) The right of sanotuary, too, is one that 
seems to have been enjoyed by all churohes from a very early 
time. Indeed the sanotity of churohes was regarded so highly 
by the Law that Aethelred introduced into his eighth Code a 
prohibition of laymen trafficking in churches couched in so 
general terms that, translated, it could easily be mistaken for 
a canonical decree: 
(27) Alfred 20, 21, 
(28) Edgar IV 1§8. 
(29) Aethelred VIII 5, repeated in Cnut I 3a. 
Ond aeni man heonan forth c~r~can ne theowige 
ne ciricmangange mid unrihte ne macyge ne . 
ciricthen ne utige buton biscopes getheahte.(30) 
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Clearly, then, Anglo-Saxon law guaranteed not only the 
rights of prior foundation, but also the sanctity of all 
churches. The Anglo-Saxon law on the personal status of 
priests - with the exception of the Alfredian laws mentioned 
above - also effectively bar the influenoe of laymen. Celibate 
priests - of any church - were thegns in worldly status, 
according to both Aethelred and Cnut: 
(to) worldworthscipe thaet he sy thegenwere ond 
thegenrihtes wurthe ge on life ge on legere.(31 ) 
The Northumbrian Priests Law shows us that, even in this 
extremity of the Kingdom, the priest's ~ and the thegn's were 
identical. (32) The law regarded priestly status so highly 
that Cnut even recognised in his second Code the privileges of 
freedom of arrest and episcopal judgement of priests.(33) 
In short, Anglo-Saxon law recognised in all churches an 
equal sanctity - and consequently gave all churches sanctuary 
rights and heavy grithbryce. It recognised the essential 
(30) Aethelred V 10§2, VI 15, and see also Aethelred V 10§1. 
Edmund II 2 and Edgar II 5§3 also agree that all churches 
had the right of sanctuary 
'No one shall oppress churches, nor enslave 
them, nor buy and sell them against right, 
nor put a priest out of his church by 
force without the bishops consent.' 
(31) Aethelred V 8- 9, VI 5, VIII 28-31, Cnut I 4-6 
'In worldly honour he is of a thegn's ~ 
and he has the status of a thegn, both 
in life and death.' 
(32) F.M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, 1947, p. 501. 
(33) Cnut II 39-43. 
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sanctity of priests - granting them thegnly status and the 
privilegium oanonica. To both priests and churohes it granted 
freedom from lay interferenoe. It also recognised, however, 
two basio types of church for purposes of worldly status - the 
division oorresponding roughly to the canonical one between 
churches of prior foundation and others. To the older churches 
it reserved all rights of ecclesiastioal income, to the newer, 
none, or practioally none. When looked at as a whole, the 
Anglo-Saxon royal law seems to grant lay lords no more rights 
than the Canon Law. Certainly, it did not countenance any 
hint of Eigenkirchentum. 
In practice, however, the position differed somewhat; 
the lords having some power - but still not to suoh an extent 
that England can be said to have had any more of a practical 
Eigenkirchentum than it had a theoretioal one. 
The Anglo-Saxon thegn was weaker in the face of his king 
and the Church than was a Frankish or Lombard count. He was 
not, however, powerless. The average Anglo-Saxon seems to have 
felt that a man founding a church should be able to give at 
least some of the tithe and oblations from his estate to it, 
despite the canonical/r oyal prohibitions. In practice, the 
foundation of a rural church in Anglo-Saxon England seems often 
to have been marked by a compromise. In periods of disturbance, 
or when the founder was very powerful, the mother church might 
be forced to give up all its legal rights. More often, it 
would come to an arrangement with the lord, allowing him to 
grant some of his eoclesiastical dues to his own church in 
return for a guarantee by him of their rights to the rest, 
and an acknowledgement by him that he would not expect them 
to exercise any parochial duties in the area in the future. 
Such compromises would presumably have been endorsed by the 
bishop at the -consecration of the newly founded church. 
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Probably the most frequent such composition was the 
straightforward buying-off. The founder would propose the 
grant of all the ecclesiastical dues of his estate to his new 
church, and would buy off the mother church's rights with a 
once-for-all cash or land payment. Unfortunately, such 
transactions took place so far in the past that accounts of 
them have rarely survived to appear in the records. 
A variant of this arrangement that appears more frequently 
in the records is the pension. Instead of buying off the 
mother church's rights with a large single payment, the founder 
would buy them off with the promise of a smaller payment, to 
be repeated each year for ever. It is difficult to be certain 
that a particular reoorded pension arose from a foundation 
composition or from some other situation. Records of them 
appear most frequently in monastic sources where the monastery 
had, at some later stage, appropriated the mother church in 
question. The difficulty arises because a simple pension 
entered in an account roll or cartulary might be either a 
pension stemming from a foundation composition of the sort 
mentioned above, or merely one stemming from a much later pious 
disposition. qnly rarely does a cartulary record that such 
and such a pension is enjoyed by the monastery gua rector of 
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the church, while such and such other pension is enjoyed gua 
monastery. (34) 
Considerably easier to evaluate than these buying-off 
compositions are those where the incomes were divided. Sometimes 
the mother church would relinquish some of its incomes, and most 
of its duties to the new church, in return for a guaranteed right 
to the remainder of the income in perpetuity, if it could enjoy 
it sine aura. The sorts of income that the mother churches 
tended most often to reserve to themselves were sepulture fees 
and tithe, both of which could be collected with a minimum of 
attention to the minutiae of pastoral care. 
Much of the work for this thesis has consisted of a search 
-
through the records to find evidence of one parish church 
receiving income, or performing profitable duties, in the parish 
of another. No matter how late such evidence is, it is almost 
invariably. the case that one can read back from it to a period 
when the first parish church was a mother church, and the second 
a church newly founded within its parochia. It is extremely 
unlikely that any rector would grant away a portion of his tithe 
or his sepulture in perpetuity to another parish church. 
Leaving aside the canonical illegality of any church alienating 
its endowment, such a practice might leave "the rector in an 
(34) stenton, op. eit., p. 148, recognises the significance 
of such pensions in the search for ancient mother churches 
'In many, perhaps in most cases, the lesser 
church arose within the original parish of 
the matrix ecclesia, and the memory of its 
origin was often preserved by a pension 
from its priest to the rector of the 
parish from which its territory had been 
withdrawn. ' 
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extremely weak position economically, considering the slender 
margins by which many clerics had to live. 
In a few cases, late evidence of this type is confirmed 
by earlier evidence. This can be taken to imply that other 
late evidence, even where unconfirmed, should be read in this 
way. It might be helpfu~ at this point to describe, briefly, 
the details of the commonest sort of division of income most 
frequently found in Hampshire. 
The first of these is where the division is such that 
one church takes the tithe and oblations, the other the burial 
fees and other income from the dead - and, naturally, performs 
the burial as well. Normally, it was the mother church which 
took the burial fees. Where, then, we find documents which 
tell us that - even at a date as late as the seventeenth or 
eighteenth century - the dead of one parish were buried in the 
graveyard of another some miles away, or that mortuary payments 
had to be made in lieu, we can be sure that, a thousand years 
before, a mother church on the site of the second of the two 
later parish churches had had a parochia which included the 
first of the parishes. 
A variation on this type of composition that is sometimes 
found, is where the priest of the newly founded church would 
bury the dead, but divide the sepulture, mortuary, and 
testamentary income with the mother church. Normally, this 
sort of composition would include some other sort of income 
for the mother church - frequently tithe. 
Another, and probably even commoner composition is that 
where the tithe was divided. We sometimes find, in the later 
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Middle Ages, that the rector of one parish church would 
collect, not only the tithe of his own parish, but perhaps 
the villein tithe, 0r one half of the great tithe, or the 
tithe of a specified area, or some other specified portion 
of the ti t he of a second parish. Here again, the reason 
is, normally, that the first parish church is the successor 
of a mother church which once had a total monopoly of tithe 
throughout the region. 
These are perhaps the most common compositions that 
were made. Occasionally, however, other arrangements were 
made, either to the exclusion of others, or in conjunction 
with tithe and sepulture arrangements of the type already 
described. 
The most interesting of these, perhaps, are the formal 
arrangements we find at some places. A number of churches -
often in addition to arrangements over income - reserved for 
themselves some act by the newly founded church by which their 
old rights would be given at least formal public recognition 
in the future. Occasionally we find it being insisted upon 
that each successive incumbent of the newly founded church 
should swear fealty to the rector (for the time being) of the 
mother church. Again , in a number of places, the mother church 
insisted that an annual procession of priest and people should 
take place from the new church to the mother church. These 
processions normally brought oblations of a fixed value with 
them, and often took place on the feast of the dedication of 
the mother church. 
Finally, to go full circle, the mother church would 
ocoasionally accept a composition which seems to be totally 
at odds with the canonical position. Sometimes the mother 
church would accept, and the bishop allow, a new church to 
receive all the ecclesiastical income of the estate on which 
it was founded - so long as the advowson went, not to the 
founder, but to the mother church. 
These , then, are brief descriptions of the major types 
of foundation composition. In Hampshire they are all to be 
found, together with innumerable variations or mixtures of them. 
It must, however, be stressed that all these compositions arise 
from the strong legal position of the church of prior foundation 
in England. Here, the powers of the mother churches were so 
great that founders had to oome to amicable compositions before 
prooeding. This enables us to use composition evidenoe to 
discover much more about our mother churches than is usually 
possible in most continental countries. 
We have seen that anomalous tithing, burial, or other 
arrangements probably arise from foundation compositions. We 
can, therefore, once the problems arising from the nature of 
the evidence are settled, use these anomalous arrangements to 
draw up a list - though nothing like a complete one - of 
Hampshire parish churches which had once been mother churches. 
Having drawn up this list, it becomes obvious that most quondam 
mother churches tend to have certain features in common. We 
can use these common features to point to other churches which 
show the same features, and which, therefore, may have been 
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mother churches themselves - even if there are no surviving 
traces of foundation compositions at the churches of the area 
surrounding them. This second group is, of course, 
considerably more tentative than the first. However, in the 
nature of things, some quondam mother churches never came into 
monastic hands, and so the medieval records of these churches 
have, for the most part, vanished entirely. Again, some 
mother churches came into the hands of monasteries whose archives 
were lost at the Reformation; so causing what record had 
survived to that date to be lost. This second, tentative, 
list allows us to hazard a guess about the probable early 
parochial structure in areas of poor record survival. 
The features which the first group of churches tend to 
have in common are four in number, and all stem from the 
peculiar position enjoyed by the mother churches in the Dark 
Ages. The first is wealth noticeably greater than the average 
run of parish churches. Even where a mother church was not 
strictly speaking col~egiate, it would still have had to 
support two or three priests, and would have been correspondingly 
wealthier than an ordinary church which had to support but one. 
Again, it i s possible that the glebe assigned to a church in 
the period immediately after the Conversion as sufficient for 
two or th~ee priests became, in the course of time, worth far 
more, due to the slow improvements in agricultural techniques, 
and the progressive colonisation of woodlands and marshes. 
Whatever the reason, though, the mother churches seem to be 
noticeably wealthy - from seven to fifteen times as wealthy as 
the average church in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, 
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for instanoe. To find a ohuroh whioh is notioeably wealthier 
than the average, therefore - where there is no obvious reason . 
for this - is of some interest as a possible pointer to an 
early mother ohuroh. 
The seoond feature is a notioeably large, amorphous, 
parish. Most parishes oover the territory of but one gill, 
and are normally (exoept in speoial oiroumstanoes) of a simple 
shape - roughly approximating to a square, reotangle, triangle, 
or oirole - with the vill roughly in the oentre. The paroohia 
of a mother ohuroh would originally have been quite differ ento 
It would have oovered the territory of many vills, and its shape 
would have been diotated only by the geography of the area. It 
seems to have been the oase that the mother ohurch's defenoe of 
its rights beoame more intrangisent the oloser the rights were, 
geographioally, to i tself. Henoe the vills olosest to the vill 
in whioh the mother ohuroh stood tended never to be allowed 
ohurches '. or only oompletely subservient ohapels. The mother 
ohuroh's later parish, then, tended to be larger than most, 
oovering a number of vills, with the ohuroh in the oentre vill. 
It also tended to sprawl shapelessly. Any pieoe of land not 
olearly belonging to any vill, suoh as moorland, forest, or fen, 
tended to be left to the mother ohuroh when the parishes of 
newly founded ohurohes were delineatedo The newly delineated 
parishes would usually oover only the lands of the founder's 
manor. Between two suoh newly delineated parishes might lie the 
W"'I I1..~ 
lands of some third manor the lord of did not wish to found a 
~ 
new ohuroh. This third manor would automatioally remain as a 
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'finger ' of the quondam mother church parish, or even as a 
detached portion of that parish. The map of an area around 
an old mother church often shows this kind of development very 
clearly. The remainder parish of the mother church often 
looks like a slice of bread from which a few bites have been 
taken at random round the edge. To find a large, shapeless, 
multi-viII parish, then, is another pointer to a tentative 
identification of a mother church. In order to make these 
descriptions more concrete, a sketch-map of an area of normal 
IS 
parishes, and of a mother church remainder parish ~e given. 
The third common factor is the connection the mother 
church often seems to have had with the hundred. The early 
history of the Wessex hundreds is obscure, but there seems to 
have been two main groups of hundreds - independent hundreds, 
and hundreds attached to, and dependent on royal night's farm 
estates. Some of these last had been granted away to the earl 
or to major ecclesiastical land-owners in the late Saxon period. 
In every case the known mother churches were built on royal 
e~tates with estate hundreds; or on ecclesiastical estates with 
estate hundreds, which had once been royal. Hence we can look 
to see other royal estates with estate hundreds, or ecclesiastical 
estates of a size such that they, too, might ' originally have 
been such a royal estate, and the major church of such an estate 
we can consider as a possibility for the title of mother church. 
The final common factor is closely linked with the third. 
All the clear examples of mother churches that we have were in 
the advowson of either the king, the earl, or the Church; with 
the great majority in the hands of the king. Clearly, no church 
in the advowson of any other person at an early date is likely 
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to have been a mother church. 
Obviously, it would be dangerous to use the isolated 
occurence of anyone of these four common factors in some 
church as good evidence that that church was a mother church. 
Some churches might well have developed one or two of the 
factors for quite other reasons than being originally a mother 
church. It is only safe to consider a church as a probable 
mother church if the majority of these factors appear at it. 
And, of course, these common factors can only be considered, 
on the evidence we have, applicable to Hampshire. 
The first part of this thesis consists of an evaluation 
of the evidence we have for mother churches in Hampshire. The 
churches that were certainly mother churches are discussed first, 
each church receiving a section to itself. Afterwards, the 
churches which can only tentatively be identified are discussed 
together. 
Thus, by considering the whole county area by area we can 
get a reasonable, if patchy, knowledge of which churches were, 
or probably were, mother churches, as well as something of their 
rights, and of their decline. The mother churches and their 
dependent chapels seem never to have been, however, the only 
churches in the area. Completely independent churches always 
existed in the interstices of the mother church parochie. These 
churches are much more difficult to discuss than the mother churches, 
for many reasons. 
The first reason is the ever-present danger of arguingJfrom 
silence. A church which displays no signs of dependence when 
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it is first mentioned in the thirteenth or fourteenth eentury 
might well have been dependent when first founded two, three, 
or four hundred years before. It is, therefore, dangerous 
to take the later way of life or jurisdictional structure of 
such a church and try to read back from it. Reading back from 
late evidence of dependence is reasonably safe, s ince independent 
churches would rarely allow their independence be compromised, 
but the reverse is not true, since dependent churches would 
often strive to attain independence. This is a major problem. 
Ei ther we have to limit ourselves to foundation documents of 
independent churches, or else arbitrarily choose a date and 
assume that all independent churches in existence then always 
had been so - a very doubtful assumption. 
This problem is exacerbated by the microscopically small 
number of foundation documents that have survived. Mother 
churches were large, royal, and often wealthy far beyond late 
Anglo-Saxon or Anglo-Norman parochial requirements. As suoh 
they were both the natural targets of monastic cupidity and, 
at the same time, gifts which could be made by a king relatively 
cheaply, and without offending pious susceptibilities overmuch. 
After all a vicarage on so wealthy a church would usually be 
wealthier than most ,rectories. Henee most of them found their 
way eventually into monastic hands - mostly quite early. We 
ther efore find plenty of material relating to them in monastic 
cartularies and charter deposits. The independent churches, 
however, were founded - normally - with the minimum needed to 
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sustain independent life. They often had no margin, therefore, 
to allow appropriation. Many, therefore, remained as rectories, 
and leave us no early doouments at all. Others did find their 
way into monastio hands, but were so poor that little more than 
a pension of two or three shillings came into the coffers. In 
suoh a case the monastery rarely bothered to include more than 
the bare, uninformative original charter of grant in its 
cartulari es • To find a document of interest of earlier than 
1400 relating to a church that is completely independent is rare 
indeed. 
Further, whereas we have a few early analyses of mother 
churches and their rights, which give us a number of starting 
points to work from, we have no such early analyses of independent 
churches. 
So poor is the documentary evidence, in fact, that it 
would seem unlikely that trustworthy inferences on these churches 
can be made from i to This, while true for detailed inferences, 
is not quite accurate for more general deductions. A study of 
the Domesday references, of the foundation documents of a few 
churches founded in the twelfth century, and what we can infer 
about other churches founded at that time for which no documents 
have survived, and of the terms of early charters of grant of 
churches, allow us to form some conclusions about them. These 
conclusions are, because of the paucity of the evidence on which 
they are based, necessarily extremely tentative. Nonetheless, 
such as they ,are, they seem to go counter to the generally held 
view of the estate churohes as mere pertinencie fundi; nothing 
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more than Eigenkirchen. Always bearing in mind the poor 
evidence behind the conclusions, the Hampshire village churches 
seem to have been really very much more independent than might 
be expected. But this is not the place to discuss this 
evidence in detail. 
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BISHOP' S WALTHAM 
The first area to be discussed is the area around 
Southampton Water, an area with a number of early churches, 
two lof which, indeed, are mentioned in seventh century sources. 
Local churches are not often mentioned in the seventh and eighth 
centuries in England. Apart from the Cathedral at Winchester, 
only three documents from this period refer to churches in 
Hampshire, at places called in the sources Waldheim, Hreutford, 
and Nhutscelle. Only one of these, vlaldheim, can be given an 
exact location vTi th confidence. The Hodoeporicon Willibaldi 
tells us that st. Willibald entered the minster at Waldheim in 
his early youth, a little after the year 700. (1) The Hodoeporicon 
also mentions Southampton, and Hamble, in connection with 
Willibald's early life, and it seems likely that Waldheim lies 
in the same area. Bishop's Waltham, nine miles from Southampton, 
and eight from Hamble, is almost certainly the correct place. 
The church of Willibald's day was presumably collegiate 
to some degree; perhaps even monastic. That, at least, is the 
impression the Hodoeporicon gives us. But we may assume that 
the church, even if monastic, would have had parochial rights 
and obligations. This seems to have been the universal custom 
in England at that time. No hint of a collegiate church at 
Waltham has come down to us f r om a date later than Willibald's. 
Political pressures, war, any one of many forces might have 
(1) O. Holder - Egger ed. Vita Willibaldi (1887). (Mon Germ. 
Hist. SS Vol. XVI) p. 89, 91, trans. C. H. Talbot, The Anglo-
Saxon Missionaries in Germany (1954) p. 155, 157. For the 
identification of Southampton and Hamble see OGS Crawford 
Southampton (Antiquity, Vol. XVI, 1942) p. 39-40. 
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destroyed it. However, while a large, wealthy collegiate 
church might be sacked and impoverished in a few days or weeks 
unrest, this would not necessarily affect the exercise of parochial 
duties too greatly. The college might be finally scattered, 
and the church too poor to restore it, but a Christian people 
would demand a priest. Unless unrest was both very deep and 
prolonged, a priest or two would soon be back at the albeit 
perhaps half- ruined church, to exercise the old college's 
parochial duties. This successor priest or priests would 
doubtless regain possession of as much of the income and rights 
of the old church as was possible. Eventually a new church 
would emerge with precedents and oustoms of its own. Even 
knowledge of the old college would, in time, disappear. The 
only link with it would be the new church on its site exercising 
some at least of its parochial powers. 
In Hampshire there was never any unrest deep and long-
lasting enough to have broken Christian life completely. The 
Danes could easily have burnt and plundered the rich churches 
and monasteries, but they do not seem to have been powerful 
enough, or often enough, in the area to have destroyed Christianity 
at parochial level. We 'ofOuld, therefore, expect to find a 
parish church o~ the site of the old college, exercising the 
colleges parochial duties. We might assume that the medieval 
and present parish church of Bishop's Waltham is the physical 
successor to Willibald ' s college. This would not, however, be 
completely accurate. At leaat, Bishop Henry de Blois states in 
one of his charters that he had moved the parish church of Bishop's 
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Waltham from its old site, which was humble and constricted, 
and rebuilt it at his own expense; regranting to the new 
church the two hides the old one had owned.(2) Presumably, 
though, the new church inherited all the parochial rights of 
the old along with its endowment; and we can say that the 
medieval parish church remained the successor to the original 
church of Willibald, even if it had moved slightly away from 
its site. 
Bishop's Waltham, therefore, had a parish church in the 
seventh century - clearly it must have been a mother church. 
However, even if we did not have this seventh century evidence, 
we would still have enough evidence to make it clear that the 
church had been a mother church. 
There is a twelfth century document at Winchester College 
which comes from the archives of Hamble Priory and which records 
the f oundation composition arrived at between Hamble (the founder) 
and the clergy of Bishop's Waltham, before the bishop, when 
Bursledon church was fOunded.(3) This church was founded somewhen 
between 1129 and 1173, and probably 1vi thin the last twenty years 
of this period. The document is an episcopal charter of de 
Blois , but Bishop Henry makes it clear that he is issuing the 
charter at the request of t wo clerics who were, perhaps, the 
twelfth century prede~cessors of the rector and vicar of Bishop's 
Waltham. Clearly, then, this charter does not represent an 
( 2) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 9r. 
(3) W.C.N. no. 10629. See.. f-ronbs r'~ 
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episcopally inspired action. The bishop is endorsing a 
composition agreed to between the clerics at the mother church 
and the founders of the new church. 
The agreement that was arrived at between the interested 
parties was that the founders should receive all the tithe and 
oblations of the lands owned by them within the parochia of 
Bishop's Waltham. The only tithe reserved to the mother church 
was the salt tithe. Presumably although the charter does not 
say this explicitly, the tithe and oblations received by the 
founders were destined for the new chapel. The charter says 
the new chapel had been permitted to be founded by the Waltham 
clerics. The mother church reserved, as well as the tithe salt, 
an annual pension of 4/-, Peter's Pence, and a yearly procession 
of priest and people to Bishop's Waltham on the feast of st. 
Peter ad Vincula (the dedication feast of Bishop's Waltham). 
The new chapel was to receive its chrism from Bishop's Waltham, 
and, presumably, to pay the recognised fees there. The founders 
promised to quit the mother church of all responsibility for 
serving and repairing the new chapel. Nothing is said in the 
charter about sepulture, but an eighteenth century record shows 
quite clearly that the composition regulated this as well. At 
least, the Bishop's Waltham parish register for 1736 tells us 
that, even at that date, mortuary payments were made to Bishop's 
Waltham from the parishes of Ramble and Bursledon. Presumably 
the silence of the twelfth century charter should be read as 
implying that no change was to be allowed in burial arrangements -
as before, all burials were to take place at the mother church. 
/1 
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The eighteenth century parish registers also show that the 
rector of Bishop's Waltham enjoyed at that date, as well as 
the mortuary payment, a peculiar archidiaconal jurisdiction 
over Ramble and Bursledon. Presumably, this was the last 
relic of the wider powers reserved to the mother church in the 
twelfth century.(4) 
This same document also shows us certain other areas once 
parochially subject to Bishop's Waltham. The Bursledon charter, 
naturally, deals basically with parochial rights in that viII, 
but it also, incidentally, throws light on the position at 
Ramble. In this charter the Bishop's Waltham clergy agreed 
that the monks of Hamble should receive for the future the tithe 
and oblation, not only of the hide of land at Bursledon, but 
also those of 'the (other) hide which the said monks hold.' 
Clearly, this second hide must also have been within the Bishop's 
Waltham parochia or else the Bishop's Waltham clergy would have 
been unable to quit its tithe and oblations. Now Hamble owned 
relatively little land in the area, and the only area this second 
hide could be is the foundation estate of one hide at Hamble 
granted to Tiron by Bishop William Giffard and confirmed to 
them by Bishop Renry de Blois.(5) Unfortunately, we do not 
know the precise nature of the twelfth century parochial 
arrangements at Hamble - no parochial foundation documents such 
(4) VCR Vol. 3, p. 281, and note and p. 284, referring to 
the Bishop's Waltham parish register for 1736. 
(5) W.C~M. no. 10230. 
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as that for Bursledon have survived, and there is no hint in 
the fragmentary foundation documents of the Priory. As we 
have seen, the tithe at least was quitted to them; whether the 
rest of the Hamble monks' parochial rights were greater over 
their home estate than those they enjoyed at Bursledon cannot 
be said for certain. Probably they were not any greater. At 
least, Ramble, as well as Bursledon still fell under the Bishop's 
Waltham peculiar jurisdiction, and still paid mortuaries there . 
in the eighteenth century. (6) The only other evidence we have 
of parochial arrangements at Hamble dates from the fourteenth 
century, when we are to~d the church was served by stipendiary 
chap~ains in the priory's gift.(7) The present church of Ramble 
is twelfth century, and was probably built about 1180. It was 
a joint priory - parish church. Presumably an earlier church 
had been built after the grant of land by Bishop Guffard. This 
first church may have been solely a priory chapel. The Bursledon 
document, ,which allows Ramble to collect tithe from that vill, 
may have been permission from the mother church for the monks 
to exercise parochial rights there. If so, the 1180 rebuilding 
may mark the beginnings of parochial life at Hamble. But, if the 
details are not completely clear, it is at least certain that 
Ramble as well as Bursledon was originally subject to Bishop's 
Waltham, for otherwise the references to it in the Bursledon charter 
(6) 
(7) 
V.C.H. Vol. 3, p. 281 and note and p. 284. 
Reg. Wykeham, f. 209. Transcribed in Collected Papers 
of FM Baigent (Vol. 1) B.M. Add MS. 39959, f. 342b. 
And see also W.C.M. no. 10770. 
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could not have been made. 
It is possible to show that certain other areas were 
parochially subject to Bishop's Waltham as well as Hamble and 
Bursledon, by a study of various charters in the Liber Primus 
of the Hospital of st. Cross outside Winchester. The important 
charters here are two of Bishop Henry de Blois,(8) the founder 
of the Hospital, two papal bulls of confirmation; one of Lucius 
111,(9) and one of Clement III;(lO) and a royal charter of 
confirmation of King Richard I. (11) Most of these five charters 
are general charters confirming the whole of the Hospital's 
holdings. Naturally, therefore, they are similar in structure. 
There are, however, small differences between them, and it is 
by a study of these differences that we can discover the additional 
information mentioned above. 
st. Cross was founded on an almost exclusively ecclesiastical 
block of property. The first charter of Bishop Henry(12) - the 
actual foundation charter - grants no less than 12 Hampshire 
churches, and three from outside the county to the new Hospital. 
Bishop 's Waltham is not included among them. It seems likely, 
however, that this church was planned as a gift to st. Cross 
from the beginning, since this foundation charter grants the 
(8) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 7r, 9r. 
(9 ) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis ) f. 9b. 
(10) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 65r. 
(11) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. llr. 
(12) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 7r. 
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demesne tithe of Bishop's Waltham - perhaps as an earnest 
of intention - while a later de Blois charter grants Bishop's 
Waltham church and four other churches or chapels.(13) Thus, 
by the death of de Blois, on the evidence of the surviving 
charters, st. Cross held fifteen churches by virtue of the 
first, and five churches or chapels by virtue of the second 
episcopal charter. It is these twenty churches and chapels 
that we would expect to see confirmed in the three later 
charters. 
However, in the earliest of these three - the bull of 
Lucius 111 - we do not find all of them. A block of four -
Alvarstoke, Exton, Chilbolton and Ovington - are omitted, 
almost certainly because of a scribal error • . They would take 
one complete line to write, and the copyist has almost certainly 
skipped a line. One church is added to the list. This is 
Bishop's Sutton. Now the manor of Bishop's Sutton had been 
in the hands of the Counts of Boulogne since the time of 
Domesday, but Bishop de Blois had, in Stephen's reign, arranged 
an exchange with Count \<laleran, of Bishop's Sutton for the 
remote, detached Winchester manor of Morden in Cambridgeshire. (14) 
The advowson of Bishop's Sutton, however, was not included in 
the transfer - the counts had, before the exchange, already 
granted it to Merton Priory in Surrey. (15) The 1136 charter 
(13) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 9r. 
(14) Winchester Cathedral Cartulary, B.M. Add MS 15350 f. 4b. 
(1136). 
(15) Dugdale, Monasticon, Vol. 6, p. 24. 
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of lUng Stephen allowing the exchange, however, does purport 
to grant the bishop the advowson of Bishop's Sutton: 
'Sciatis me dedisse ••• manerium Sudtone cum 
ecclesiis et berewichis et omnibus appendiciis 
eidem manerio adiacentibus pro escambi0 ••• etc. ,(16) 
Bishop Richard of Ilchester seems to have tried to give force 
to the words of Stephen's charter. He gave one charter to 
st. Cross purporting to grant the Hospital Morden church, with 
other estates, although this advowson had, apparently, been 
part of the exchange, and was now in the Count's hands. (17) 
He also, however, seems to have attempted to grant the Hospital 
Bishop's Sutton church as well - although the bishops had never 
held that church. (18) The first grant, of Morden, seems to 
have been nugatory from the beginning - at least the Hospital 
does not seem to have bothered to get that church entered onto 
its confirmation charters. In the case of Bishop's Sutton, 
(a church close to the Hospital), however, st . Cross does seem 
to have tried for a while. By the time of Bishop Godfrey, 
Merton was clearly in control of Bishop's Sutton church; but 
the Hospital did enter Bishop's Sutton church in its confirmation 
lists - hopefully - during the previous pontificate. Hence the 
anomalous appearance of that church in this charter. 
(16) B.M. Add M.S. 15350 (Winchester Cathedral Cartulary) 
f. 4b. 
(17) B.M. Harley, 1616, (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 8r. 
(18) It is mentioned in the two general confirmation charters 
issued during his pontificate. (B. M. Harley, 1616, 
(Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 9r, llr.) A Heales ed. 
Records of Merton Priory (1898) no. XV (1172) shows 
1I1erton in effective control during this very period. 
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Bishop's Waltham is included in this bull of Pope Lucius; 
but none of the other four churches and chapel granted with it 
by de Blois in his second charter of grant mentioned already 
are. 
The last in date of the three confirmation charters -
that of King Richard - is very similar to Lucius' bull. The 
King confirms de Blois ' grant of the Bishop's Waltham demesne 
tithe, which the Pope had not bothered to do. Three of the 
missing four churches - Exton, Chilbolton, and Ovington -
e 
return to the list; although Alvarstoke, for some reason, stays 
out. In an access of enthusiasm even greater than it showed 
in Lucius' bull, the Hospital entered the chapel of Headley 
(the church of a dependant manor of Bishop 's Sutton) as well 
as Bishop 's Sutton itself. Apart from these very minor 
differences, the two charters are identical. Once again, 
Bishop 's Waltham is included, but not the four places granted 
with it by de Blois. 
The middle in date of the three charters, however, -
the bull of Clement III - is quite different. If omits the 
anomalous Bishop's Sutton and Headley; and, like Lucius Ill's 
bull, omits a separate confirmation of the Bishop's Waltham 
demesne tithe. It includes all four of the' churches omitted 
o from the earlier bull - including Alv,rstoke. So far, this 
bull is clearly similar to the other documents discussed. But 
Clement's bull also includes six churches or chapels not 
mentioned in any of the other charters, and two which, although 
I 
I 
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included in de Blois' Bishop's Waltham charter, do not appear 
in either Lucius' bull, or Richard's charter. 
Now, all three of these charters are general charters 
confirming the Hospitals possessions. One may, therefore, 
assume that each - barring accidents such as scribal error -
will include all the Hospital's estates. If they did not, 
they would scarcely have been worth the money spent on proouring 
them. Yet the long C~ementine bull is of a date between that 
of Lucius and the royal charter. So, one has to ask why this 
charter alone contains the extra ohurohes, since, clearly, they 
cannot be new possessions granted after the previous charter. 
The answer is not far to seek. Baughurst, one of the 
six new inclusions, was an extremely poor small, forest parish, 
about which we know very little. It must be admitted that the 
reason for its inclusion here and not in any of the other charters 
is quite unknown, and any attempt to give a reason would be no 
more than a wild guess. This is, however, not the case with 
the other new inclusions. Freefolk, one of these, was a 
dependent of Whitchurch; st. Mary Bourne of Hurstbourne Priors; 
Owslebury of Twyford. Fareham and East Woodhay are confirmed 
by Clement cum capell'. The 'chapels' in question, assuming 
only one in each case, are probably the depenOdents of Ashmansworth 
and Ro che. Five, therefore, 'of the six new inclusions were 
dependents, parochial chapels, of other churches. The r est of the 
churches are mentioned in both the other general confirmation 
charters. The rest of the churches mentioned in this bull of 
Pope Clement can be shown to have been completely independent. 
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None of them were dependents of any other church. At the same 
time, from other evidence, we know that all five of the 
churches or chapels mentioned only in the Clementine bull 
(assuming Ashmansworth and Roche) had a fully organised 
parochial life. Indeed, all of them - except Roche - are 
today ordinary parish churches with no trace of subjection 
about them. 
We may assume t hat the reason for the inclusion of these 
dependents in only one charter is this: as dependent churches 
they could be regarded as part of their mother church, and so 
would not need a separate mention in confirmation charters as 
being included in the mother church; while, at the same time, 
as places ,dth a parochial life of their own, they could be 
regarded as sufficiently independent to make a separate mention 
in confirmation charters a wise precaution. So, depending on 
the Warden for the time being at the Head of the Hospital, and 
on other factors, the first policy would on some occasions be 
followed, and the dependent churches omitted; and, on others, 
the other policy be followed, and they would be included. Hence 
the difference between the charters. 
But what of Upham and Durley, the two churches mentioned 
in both Clement ' s bull and de Blois ' Bishop's Waltham charter , 
but not in the bull of Lucius or in the royal charter? The 
obvious inference is that, like Freefolk and Owslebury, Upham 
and Durley were dependents of some other church, and included 
under that other church in the other two confirmation charters. 
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The only possible ohuroh is Bishop's Waltham, whose parish is 
oontiguous to the parishes of both Upham and Durley. 
If we look again at de Blois' Bishop's Wal tham charter 
in this light we oan see that it looks very likely. In that 
oharter four churohes or ohapels are granted yTi th Bishop 's 
Wal tham. vlhy, then, did Clement not mention all four? We 
have seen that all the other new inolusions in this bull - such 
as Freefolk and Owslebury - were dependents with a real degree 
of paroohial life. There were, however, other, oompletely 
subordinate chapels within some of these parishes - suoh as Cole 
Henley in Whi tohuroh parish - whioh, had no real, independent 
paroohial life. These were omitted from Clement's Bull. Upham 
and Durley - nowadays ordinary independent parishes had a genuine, 
if not fully independent paroohial life. One of the other four 
ohurohes and ohapels in the de Blois Bishop's Waltham oharter -
the Palaoe Chapel - oertainly did not, as it \'1as the private 
ohapel of the Bishop's great Castle in Waltham. Almost oertainly 
it was omitted from the Clementine bull for this reason - it was 
oovered by the mention of Bishop's Waltham itself. 
The last of the four ohurohes and chapels in the de Blois 
Bishop's Waltham charter is Bursledon. We have already disoussed 
the f oundation of that ohurch. We know that 'it was subordinate 
to Bishop's Waltham. At the same time we know that the reotors 
of Bishop's Waltham had no control over it, that right having 
been relinquished to the monks of Hamble. Their only rights 
were those few speoified in the Bursledon foundation charter; 
and it is these restrioted rights whioh de Blois in his Bishop's 
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Waltham charter must be read as granting to the Hospital in 
this instance. Hence this church would not appear in any 
list of the possessions of the Hospital, for it was not the 
church itself, but only a certain restricted dominium over it 
that the Hospital had. Thus, only Upham and Durley could be 
expected to appear in the Clementine charter, and their 
appearanoe there may be taken as implying their dependence on 
Bishop's Waltham. 
This conolusion is strengthened by a study of the referenoes 
in Domesday to the ohurohes of this area. The relevant entry 
runs: 
Ipse episcopus tenet Waltham in dominio ••• Radulfus 
presbyter tenet duas aecclesias hujus manerii oum 
ii hidis et dimidia; et ibi habet ii caruoatas, et 
ii villanos, et ix bordarios, et vii servos, cum i 
carucata. Valet 0 solidos. De terra harum 
aeeolesiarum tenet unus homo i hidam de terra 
villanorum. Ibi habe~ villanum, et iii bordarios 
cum ix bobus. Valet xxx solidos.(19) 
Here we can see one priest holding two churches at the same time, 
with but one glebe between them. Presumably the major ohuroh 
was Bishop's Waltham, possibly the seoond one was Upham, whioh 
alone of the dependents mentioned in the de Blois charter is 
called ecclesia rather than capella. Furthermore, Durley, in 
the later Middle Ages was often spoken of as a chapel of Upham. 
At any rate, the Domesday entry makes it olear that Bishop's 
Waltham had at least one dependent then. 
As we have seen, both BurSledon and Ramble were part of 
the paroohia of Bishop's Waltham. The shape of these parishes 
(19) ~ VIa. 
strongly suggests that they have been cut out of the parish 
of Hound. This is particularly so with regard to Bursledon, 
which interlocks in a very interesting way with both the main 
part of the parish, and with an exclave of it which Bursledon 
divides from the main part of the parish. The parish of 
Hound, therefore, may well have originally formed part of a 
land uni t in whi ch it was uni ted to Hamble and Bursledon, and 
as such, presumably formed part of the Bishop's Vial tham parochia. · 
On the other hand, if Hound had ever been subordinate to Bishop's 
Waltham, it is strange that no evidence of this should have 
survived into the twelfth century, and so descended to us. 
I t is, however, true that our knowledge of this parish 
is both sketchy and difficult to interpret. Domesday mentions 
two manors in the area of the modern parish of Hound. These 
are Latelie (Netley),(20) and ~(21) (Hound). These two 
manors must have taken the western (Netleyand Old Netley), and 
eastern (Hound) parts of the parish respectively. The two 
entries run: 
(20) 
( 21) 
Ricardus Pungiant tenet Latelie. Alwardus 
tenuit de Rege Edwardo et potuit ire quo voluit. 
Tunc, se defendebat pro iii hidis; modo pro una 
hida. Terra est v car.'In dominio est una; et 
ix villani et ii bordarii cum ii car~Ibi 
ecclesiola et ii servi et iv acrae prati. 
Silva de xl porcis T.R.E. valebat lx sol ' et 
post xl sol' Modo c sol' 
~ 
Ipse Hugo (sc. de Port) tent Warneford. 
Uluricus et Olwardus ten~unt in paragio de 
Rege Edwardo et duas aulas habuerunt. Tunc, 
Dd. XXIlb. 
Dd. XVlb. 
-----
se defendebat pro iv hidis, modo pro ii hidis 
una virgata minus. In Hune sunt iii hidis 
et iv acrae terrae quae pertinuerunt ad 
Warneford, et geldaverunt in Mariebrige 
hundredo. Intus totum sunt vii hidae Terra 
est ix oar'. In dominio sunt iii car' et 
xxxi villani et ix bordarii cum vi car'. 
Ibi ecclesia et vi servi et ii molini de xx 
sol' et xx acrae prati. T.R.E. et modo valet 
xiv libras. Cum receptum xxx sit viii libras. 
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Hugh de Port also held another manor in Warnford, of the 
New Minster. This was the major manor, being assessed at 
eight hides. The present church at Warnford was built by Adam 
de Port, great grandson of Hugh, during the last quarter of the 
twelfth century, as a contemporary inscription in the tower 
tells us.(22) It is not known whether an older church existed 
on the site before Adam's building. Neither is it known on 
which of the Domesday manors the church stood. A priori, one 
would, perhaps, expect it to have been on the major, Newminster, 
manor. If this is so, then the Domesday church must have been 
at Hound. This, however, cannot be proved one way or the other. 
The 'Netley chapel, on the other hand, clearly was in 
Hound parish. There was, therefore, for certain, an ecclesiastical 
building in the western half of the parish of Hound, presumably 
in the advowson of Richard Pungiant, at the time of Domesday. 
But this is almost the last certain informat~on we have on Hound 
parish until the middle of the fourteenth century. 
At that time the church was in the hands of Hamble priory, 
and from them it passed, with the rest of the Hamble holdings, 
(22) P.P.H.F.C., Vol. 5, p. 37. 
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to Winchester College, who still hold it. This church was 
the present structure, situated in the eastern half of the 
parish, at Hound. 
The only evidence intermediate in date between Domesday 
and the fourteenth century are the entries in the Taxatio Pape 
Nicholai l23 ) and in the Matricula of the Diocese entered in 
Bishop De Pontissara 's register.(24 ) The first of these 
speaks of the church of Hound, with its chapel, as being worth 
ten marks - an entry exactly duplicated in the Taxatio entered 
in the Register of Bishop William of Wykeham. (25) The 
Pontissara Matricula, on the other hand, mentions both the 
church (ecclesia) of Hound, and the church (ecclesia) of Netley. 
The o~vious inference is that the Domesday chapel and 
the Pontissara matricula church at Netley are the same, and that 
the Hound church is the present structure. Further, it seems 
an almost equally obvious inference that the Hound church was 
in the process of coming to a position of dominance over Netley 
during the thirteenth century - that, in fact, the Taxatio 
chapel of Hound is Netley. Certainly, the reference to the 
Hound chapel in the Taxatio, and its repeat in the Taxatio in 
Wykeham 's Register seems to be the last clear mention of any 
church at Netley - the place cannot have surVived for long after. 
( 23) Rec. Comm. (1802) p. 211. 
(24) Ed. C. Deedes 1913-24, Vol. 11, p. 599. 
(25) Ed •. Kirby (1596) Vol. 1, Appendix 1, p. 363. 
I 
I j 
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There are, however, a number of difficulties. Firstly, 
there is the problem of when Hamble began to have an interest 
in the church here. None of the twelfth, thirteenth, or early 
fourteenth century descriptions of the Priory's holdings mention 
it, and as it would have formed a very substantial amount of 
the Priory 's possessions it "Tould have been most unlikely to 
have been regularly omitted.(26) On the other hand, no charter 
of grant or licence to alienate into mortmain survive -
surprising if Hamble's rights were of fourteenth century origin. 
Then there is the problem of the bishops registers - no-one 
seems to have been presented to either Hound or Netley churches 
from 1282 (when Pontissara's register opens) to 1341. Of 
course, a solitary presentation might have dropped out, but 
this silence compounds the problem of who exactly was the patron 
at this time. Thirdly, there is the problem of Netley Abbey, 
founded in the first half of the thirteenth century. What 
exactly did it own, and what rights did it have in the parish 
church? Finally, what about the present church of Hound, with 
its suggestive date (it is entirely of the same date as the 
Abbey) and with the 'tradition' mentioned by the Viotoria County 
History that 'it was built by Ramble in 1230,?(27) 
(26 ) 
( 27) 
In the twelfth century Ramble only held the 2 hides at 
Hamble and Bursledon, with the churches at Hamble and 
Bursledon whioh are mentioned in the foundation dooument 
of Bursledon mentioned already, (W.C.M. no. 10629). 
In the late twelfth century they reoeived the ohuroh of 
West Ivorldham (W.C. M. no. 10639, Hants Notes and 
Queries, Vol. 5, p. 15) and this tiny endowment was all 
the priory ever held, with the exoeption of one small 
pension (from Bishopstoke), and one small portion of 
alien tithe in S. Stoneham parish. 
V.C.H. Vol~ 3, p. 472. 
I i 
I I 
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When Bishop Peter des Roches founded Netley Abbey he 
must have purchased the Domesday manor of Netley (the Pungiant 
manor). The first charter mentioning Netley ownership of this 
manor seems to be of 1241,(28) but since the monks took 
possession some few years before that the cession of the manor 
to them must also have been earlier. This cession must have 
had extremely serious effects for the church at Netley. This 
church must have had a parish co-terminous with the Pungiant 
manor. With its manor entirely in the hands of a Cistercian 
house, as its home manor, its tithe must have disappeared almost 
completely. What is more, the existing population might well 
have been reduced by Cistercian depopulation. The economic 
position of this church must have become extremely precarious. 
At precisely this date (about 1230) we find a complete 
church being built in the neighbouring manor of Hound - presumably 
a rebuilding since we read, in a late twelfth century witness 
list of Reginaldo cap' de Houne. (29) It is tempting to link 
this rebuilding with the drastic changes at Netley - perhaps as, 
part of the arrangement for a displaced population. The Abbey, 
as the successor to the Pungiants, must have become the patron 
of the - presumably - practically moribund church of Netley. 
Whether it also became the patron of the newly rebuilt church of 
Hound cannot be said - probably not, since that church seems to 
(28) V.C.H. Vol. 3, p. 472. 
(29) Charter of Thomas de Ho, transcribed in Collected Papers 
of FM Baigent, Vol. 1, f. 366. tB. M. Add M.S. 39959). 
have been rebuilt bef0re the Abbey received the manor of Round 
(whiCh seem to have taken place in the 1240's).(30) Perhaps 
Ramble served the new Church from the rebuilding, as the 
Victoria County History 'tradition' would imply. Perhaps it 
served it only on an informal basis; perhaps Round only slowly 
took over the parochial duties of the old Netley church; perhaps 
it was only in the fourteenth century that the new parochial 
structure settled down. 
There are only guesses, but they fit the facts. An 
early fifteenth century dispute between the College and Netley(31) 
certainly reads like a late stage of a process such as that 
described. This document r ecords a complaint by the College 
that the family of the f armer of the grange at Netley (probably 
t; 
this grange was on the sile of the earlier manor, and probably 
the family were the only residents) was refusing to allow the 
parochial Chaplain of Ramble to celebrate the sacraments at the 
grange. Instead, they were being celebrated by a parochial 
chaplain of Netley, or else the family was attending the Abbey. 
I 
Burials of the farmers family were being made at the Abbey. 
Probably this document can be interpreted as pointing to the 
existence of a chapel at Netley. This was probably the original 
church, and it can be seen that, by 1408, it was being regarded 
as no more than a domestic oratory. 
had been forgotten. 
(30) ~,C.R. Vol. 3, p. 472. 
(31) W.C.M. no. 10720 (1408). 
Its original independence 
At the very least, we can see that the parochial 
structure of this area must have been drastically upset in 
the thirteenth century by the foundation of Netley Abbey. 
Before that, the church at Netley, and the church at Hound, 
must have been in lay patronage. After it, Netley church, 
drastically impoverished, slowly became a dependency of Hound, 
and then disappeared completely. 
Why it was Ramble, rather than Netley (which was not 
averse to appropriating Shere and Wellow), which began to 
serve the newly important church of Round cannot be said, 
but that it began at about this time seems highly likely, in 
view of the absence of any mention of a Ramble interest here 
in any early account of the Hamble possessions. 
Where does this leave the original parochial status of 
the Netle:y-Round area? It certainly explains the absence of 
any reference to the church of Round in the two important 
charters - the charter of Bishop Henry de Blois to Ramble 
confirming the foundation grant of Bishop William Giffard, and 
the de Blois charter regulating the parochial relationship 
between Ramble and Bishop's Waltham issued at the foundation 
of Bursledon.(32) Both charters were issued when the churches 
of Netley and Round were still, almost certainly, in lay 
patronage - they would not, therefore, appear in episcopal 
charters of grant, despite Hamble 's much later interests there. 
(32) See up p. 46. 
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Also, it makes it clear that we cannot regard the parish of 
Hound as a unit in this period. Until the foundation of the 
Abbey it seems highly likely that the two manors, and their 
two churches, were completely independent - only the destruction 
of Netley parish by the foundation of the Abbey united them. 
The geographical argument for the inclusion of Hound (as distinct 
from Netley ) in the parochia of Bishop's Waltham is strengthened. 
If Hamble and Bursledon look as though they have been cut from . 
the whole parish of Hound, they look even more so if only the 
eastern half of that parish is taken into consideration. At 
the same time the geographical argument does not apply to Netley 
at all. 
The Domesday description of Netley church as ecclesiola(33) 
may imply that it was subordinate to some other church, but 
we cannot say that it must have been Bishop's Waltham - it might 
as easily have been the mother church of St. Mary Extra, 
Southampton, which, in fact, is rather closer to Netley than 
Bishop's \-Tal tham is. However, the term ecclesiola may refer to 
wealth and size rather than legal status. 
Thus, to summarise the evidence on the early parochial 
structure of Hound, we can say that the evidence tends to show 
that Hamble did not control Hound church before the thirteenth 
century, and thus that no argument from the silence of the de 
Blois charters can be used to prove that Hound was not in the 
Bishop's Waltham parochia in the twelfth century. Secondly, 
that the existence of an independent Netley church and parish 
(33) See up p. 58. 
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strengthens the geographical, or cartographical, arguments for 
the inclusion of Hound in that parochia, but that, finally, no 
conclusion can be reached on the original parochial status of 
Netley. 
If, then, we assume that Hound is as likely as not to 
have been part of Bishop's Waltham parochia, and the evidence is 
really too weak tG be any more definite than that, then what 
about Botley, which divides the Hound/Hamble/Bursledon area from 
the main part of the parochia? Clearly the cartographical 
argument is very compelling here as well, but, unfortunately, 
we have no supporting evidence, not even the unsatisfactory kind 
we find at Hound. The church at Botley was in existence at the 
time of Domesday,(34) where it is mentioned under the de Mortemer 
ma.nor of Botley. We have very few documents that refer to 
Botley, and none of those we have shown any signs of dependence. 
We are forced, therefore, to say that, while the cartographical 
argument is strong, no conclusion on the early parochial status 
of this church can be made. 
To the eaat of Bishop's Waltham lies Droxford. It is as 
difficult to arrive at any conclusions on the subject of the 
early parochial connections of this place as it is for Hound 
and Botley. Droxford, like Bishop's Waltham, was a Winchester 
manor in Domesday. (35) 
(34) 
(35) Dd. IXb. 
----
It was, however, in the hands of the 
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cathedral priory rather than in those of the bishop. One 
might expect them to have been united until a division of the 
estates in-say - the mid-eleventh century. 
This does not, however, appear to have been the case, for 
the estates appear to have been separate from a t least the early 
tenth century. Bishop 's Waltham was probably a royal estate 
until 904. In that year King Edward the Elder exchanged land 
at Bishop's Waltham for land at Portchester with Bishop Denewulf. (36) 
Although, unfortunately, the royal charter which records this 
exchange does not say how much land was involved, if we assume 
that it was the highly strategic burg and harbour of Portchester 
which the king was interested in, rather than a trifling 
readjustment of holdings - a reasonable assumption - then we may 
also assume that a substantial amount of land was exchanged. 
In fact, it must have been the entire later manors of Portches ter, 
on the one hand, and Bishop 's Waltham on the other, that had 
been exchanged. 
There is no doubt that Bishop's Waltham was in the bishop's 
hands in 939; for in that year king Athels tan granted 17 hides 
at Droxford to his sister, Eadburh, and the bounds given in this 
charter twice mention thaes bisceopaes mearcae where they march 
with Bishop 's Waltham.(37) This same charter shows us that 
(36) Winchester Cathedral Cartulary, B.M. Add M.S. 15350, 
f. 65b. W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 613, 
J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1086. 
(37) Winchester Cathedral Cartulary, B.M. Add M.S. 15350, 
f. 101b, W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxoni cum , no. 742, 
J.M. Kemble , Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1122. 
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Droxford was, at that date, still in royal hands. Another 
charter shows us that this was still the case in 956. (38) 
At some date between then and Domesday Droxford must have 
been granted by the king to the Old Minster. In Domesday, 
and from Domesday to the Dissolution, and probably from the 
time it came into Winchester hands, Droxford was a conventual 
rather than an episcopal manor. 
Thus, from 904 (probably) onwards, Bishop's Waltham was 
an episcopal manor, while Droxford was a royal one up to 956 
at least, and thereafter a Saint Swithun's manor. In short, 
they were in separate hands from at least 904 to 1540. 
Unfortunately, we have absolutely no evidence on the 
history of the Bishop's Waltham area before 904. We may 
assume that Waltham, like other royal estates, was the seat 
of a royal bailiff who exercised some sort of authority over 
an ~rea greater than the royal demesne manor. Also, it is 
possible that the 904 exchange dealt with only part of the 
Waltham royal demesne manors - although, as we have seen -
probably with the whole of the later episcopal manor. For 
both these reasons it is quite possible that, before 904, 
Droxford was, to a greater or lesser degree, dependant on 
Bishop's \-lal tham - as a small royal manor, probably to a greater 
degree. If this was the case, then it was probably in Bishop's 
Waltham parochia as well. This, however, remains totally 
unprovable - a mere hypothesis, although a valid one. Like 
Hound and Botley, ''le can say that Droxford was possibly in 
(38) Winchester Cathedral Cartulary, B.M. Add M. S. 15350, f. 102a, 
Birch , OPe cit., no. 953, Kemble, OPe cit., no. 1181. 
Bishop's Waltham parochia, but cannot say anything more definite 
than that. 
It is extremely difficult to draw boundaries of long 
vanished land units, and those of the Bishop's Waltham parochia 
are as elusive as any. If we look at the group of parishes 
already discussed we see that, even today, their northern 
boundary takes an obvious natural line where it passes through 
a dense wood that runs in this region under the crest of the 
downs. Doubtless this wood was once more extensive than today, 
as, indeed, the place names of the area show. To the north 
of this, over the scarp of the chalk, the villages are a part 
of the great Chilcombe estate. This estate had been in the 
hands of the Bishop from very early times - probably from 
wi thin one hundred years of the foundation of the church in 
Winchester. As we shall see below, some at least of the 
Chilcombe estate churches were direct dependencies of the 
Cathedral ,later in the Middle Ages, and it seems highly likely 
that the whole estate had originally been in the parochia of the 
bishop's heafodmynstre. This being so, the churches of these 
villages are extremely unlikely ever to have been attached to 
Bishop's Waltham. Therefore, the boundary between the parish 
of Upham, and those of llilmeston, Beauworth, Owslebury and 
Bishopstoke (all of which are included within the boundaries 
given for Chilcombe in the great landbook of 909) seems almost 
certainly to follow the line of the boundary of the ancient 
o 
parchia. 
A 
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The estuary of the River Ramble is presumably the boundary 
to the south- east, since the land on the Bishop ' s Waltham -
Ramble bank is demonstrably within the parochia, while the land 
to the south-east of the river lay within the parochia of another 
mother church, Titchfield. 
The other boundaries cannot be traced at all accurately. 
To the south-west lies the area already discussed - Round, 
Bursledon, Botley, and Ramble. We have already seen that we 
cannot be sure of the early parochial affiliations of Round and 
Botley. The parochia of Bishop ' s Waltham is unlikely to have 
included any land further to the west than Hound and Botley -
this area almost certainly belonged to a mother church at 
Southampton. The present parish boundary between South Stoneham 
on the one hand, and Round and Botley on the other runs through 
a wild area of sterile heathland. It is possible that this, 
like the woodland on the chalk further north, represents the 
early, natural, boundary. 
To the east lies Droxford, which we have already discussed. 
To the eas t of Droxford lies the river Meon, and east of that 
again the parishes of Meonstoke and Soberton, which lie in the 
valley of the Meon, rising up to the very considerable mass of 
Old Winchester Rill. It is impossible to say anything at all 
about the early parochial arrangements of this area to the east 
of the Meon. It is possible that in the dim past it was the 
eastern edge of the Bishop's Waltham parochia, or the western 
edge of the East Meon parochia, the bulk of which lay over Old 
Winchester Hill to the east, or perhaps not clearly in any parochia. 
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It is just possible that the very small royal manor of Meonst0ke 
in Domesday was the last remnant of a very large royal manor of 
Waltham reduced first by the exchange-grant of Waltham to the 
bishop and then by the grant of Droxford to the Old Minster. 
We have no evidence at all, and cannot say. 
Whichever was the eastern boundary of the parochia, 
however, it is clear that a very definite natural boundary was 
chosen, either Old Winchester Hill, the river Meon, or the sandy 
wastes of Waltham Chace, between Bishop 1s Waltham and Droxford, 
a heathland uninhabited until the First World War saw the development 
of the area as a villa and strawberry growing suburb of 
Southampton. 
While the exact western and eastern boundaries are unclear, 
we can at least see that the heart of this parochia lay in the 
valleys of the headstreams of the river Hamble, and along the 
western shore of the Hamble estuary. The overall size of this 
area is approximately twelve miles by four, or, if we include 
Droxford and Soberton, twelve miles by eight. On all sides 
this block of land is edged with natural boundaries, rivers, 
hills, and woods. The size, and the tendency towards natural 
boundaries will be found again at a number of other places we 
shall discuss. 
From this description it is clear how close the connection 
between the estate and estate-hundred on the one hand, and the 
parochia on the other, was. In the twelfth century they were, 
(with the exception of Hamble, which was in the parochia. but 
not the estate or estate-hundred), co-terminous. Earlier, 
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before 904, the royal estate had probably stood at the centre 
of an estate-hundred rather larger than the later episcopal 
one, an estate-hundred composed of more than just the royal 
demesne manors. The parishes outside the episcopal estate-
hundred which possibly or probably were in the Bishop's Waltham 
parochia - Round, Botley, and Droxford, less probably Soberton 
and Meonstoke, and above all Ramble - were probably originally 
in this royal estate-hundred. At all events, we can see, even 
through the vague hints of what we can guess of the region 
before 904, a parochia in close contact with a major estate 
and estate-hundred, and this, too, we shall find elsewhere. 
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ELING 
vfuile discussing the mother church at Bishop 's Waltham, 
it was mentioned that three seventh century sources mention 
churches in Hampshire, at places called Waldheim, Hreutford, 
and Nhutscelle. Waldheim, as we have seen, is almost certainly 
Bishop 's Waltham; but what about Hreutford and Nhutscelle? 
The documents in question seem both to point to somewhere 
around Southampton Water as the site of the churches they 
mention. It is not, however, easy to decide whether Hreutford 
and Nhutsclle refer to one church or to two. 
The minster of Hreutford is mentioned by Bede in his 
account of the conversion and conquest of the Isle of Wight, 
which took place in 686. (1) From Bede 's account it is clear 
that this minster either lay in, or was very close to, the 
mainland portion of the Jutish kingdom of Wight, which seems 
to have consisted of the New Forest and the Meon Valley. The 
name has survived to the present day as Redbridge (Hreodbrycg 
956), (2) the name of the crossing of the Test and Blacbvater 
in 
now used by the main Southampton-Bournemouth road. This river 
crossing has given its name to both banks of the river. On 
the eastern bank, in the hundred of Buddlesgate and the parish 
(1) Ecclesiastical History of the English People, ed. B. Colgrave 
& R.A.B. Mynors, 1969, p. 383. For the date see Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle sub anno. 
(2) B.M. Add M.S. 15350 (st. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 63b, 78a, 
B.M. Cotton Charters VIII 12. Printed in B.M. Facsimiles 
iii 21, W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum no. 926, 
J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus no. 450. 
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of Millbrook, stands the hamlet of Redbridge, now part of 
the suburbs of Southampton. The western bank, however, is the 
northern part of the hundred of Redbridge. The mins ter of 
Bede might equally, therefore, on etymological evidence, have 
been on either side of the crossing. 
The only settlement called Redbridge today is on the 
eastern bank, but it has no church, and there is no evidence 
that it ever had one - always being in Millbrook parish. It 
is possible that the village of Millbrook was originally called 
Hreodford, and that Millbrook church stands on the site of 
Bede's minster. Such changes of name are, however, uncommon, 
and, since Millbrook is already called by that name in a 
landbook of 956,(3) and since Mi llbrook never shows any tendency 
towards a double name (as }'Iinstead, which seems to have changed 
its name from Yvetis, did), it seems highly unlikely that such 
a change occurred here. The name ' Redbridge' was probably 
never applied to anywhere on the east bank except the immediate 
vicinity of the bridgehead. Therefore, Mi llbrook church, 
standing a mile away from the river-crossing to the south-east, 
seems too distant to have ever been called a church Aet Hreodford, 
at the Reed Ford. This is especially so since Millbrook was, 
in the later Middle Ages, poor, small, and unimportant, with a 
small parish - quite unlike most other quondam mother churches. 
Hence it seems unlikely that Bede's church could have stood 
anywhere to the south-east of the Redbridge river-crossing. 
~3) B.M. Add M.S. 15350, loco cit. 
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Quite close to the western end of the crossing, however, 
stands the church of Eling, which shows at a later date all 
those features of wealth and importance that Millbrook so 
noticeably lacks. Eling does not actually stand on the Test, 
but on the estuary of a small stream called the Bartley Water. 
This stream runs into Southampton Water a bare quarter mile 
from the mouth of the Test and Blaclcwater at Redbridge. The 
land between the Test-Blackwater estuary and the Bartley Water 
estuary was very marshy, and, even today, the whole area is 
liable to flood, and a complex of channels link the Bartley 
Water to the Test and Blackwater at every high water. It 
seems likely that Hreodford referred originally not strictly 
to the crossing of the Test and Blackwater, but to the crossing 
of the whole intricate area of stream and salt-marsh. If this 
were so then the church of Eling, immediately adjacent to the 
western edge of the whole crossing, could well be spoken of by 
~ede as being 'at the ford', although, as far as we know, the 
village of Eling has been called that name from very early 
times. vfuile the village has never been called anything but 
Eling, the hundred attached to the manor, the hundred which 
actually met in the village of Eling, was called Redbridge. 
Therefore, while the name does not today attach itself to the 
village, it did attach itself to the area of which that village 
was the centre. This coincidence of position, name, and 
ecclesiastical importance would make the identification of 
Eling church with the minster of Hreodford an easy one, were it 
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not for the mention of the minster of Nhutscelle in the Vita 
Sancti Bonifatii. (4) 
About the year 700, or a little later, we are told, 
~ 
Boniface left the minster of ~terwherehe had been educated, 
and attached himself to that of Nhutscelle. It is a clear 
inferenoe from the Vita, and from Boniface's letters, that 
Nhutscelle lay in the diocese of Winchester. (5) The Vita 
Bonifatii was written in Germany, and the Anglo-Saxon name was 
distorted somewhat by the German scribe. Nursling, however, 
(Anglo-Saxon Hnutscellinge, first recorded in 877),(6) which 
stands some two and a half miles north of Eling on the east 
bank of the Test, seems, etymologically, the only possibility.(7) 
All historians, in fact, who have discussed the life and work 
(4) R. Rau, Briefe des Bonifatius: Willibalds Leben des 
Bonifatius (Ausgewaehlte Quellen Zur Deutschen Ges. 
des Miltelalters) (1968) p. 466. 
(5) Thus Boniface, on his first journey abroad, carried 
with him a letter of introduction written by the 
Bishop of Winchester, clearly implying that that 
bishop was his diocesan. (Rau, OPe cit., p. 480; 
and for the letter itself, p. 44). 
(6) B.M. Add M.S. 15350 (st. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 113, 
W. de G. Birch , Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 544, J.M. 
Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus no. 1063. For the 
German origin of the Vita see W. Levison, ed. Vita 
Sancti Bonifatii (Scriptores Rerum Germ. ex Mon:--
Germ. Hist.) (1905), preface. The writer of the 
Vita was, however, usually able to transcribe Anglo-
Saxon placenames accurately. 
(7) B. O. E. Ekwall, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of English 
Place - Names (1960) sub Nursling. 
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of Boniface have assumed that the minster to which he was 
attached stood at Nursling. (8) 
We are faced, therefore, with three possibilities: 
either the Nhutscelle of the Vita, and Bede 's Hreodford, were 
one and the same, and stood at Nursling; or that they were the 
same, and stood at Eling; or that they were not the same, and 
Hreodford stood at Eling, and Nhutscelle at Nursling. 
The major difficulty in choosing one of the first two 
possibilities is etymological. Nursling is too far from 
Redbridge to be called aet Hreodford. At the same time, 
' Nursling ' (' Nutshell people') is a name that it is difficult 
to imagine being used as a regional name. Surely the name 
can only ever have been applied to the single vill which now 
holds it. It was certainly used as a single-vill name in 956, 
when the Millbrook landbook mentions the Hnutscillinga mearc, 
where the bounds of Millbrook march with Nursling. (9) It 
seems, therefore, that neither end of the Redbridge crossing 
could ever have been called Nhutscelle, except in manifest and 
major error. It seems difficult to equate Bede ' s and Boniface 's 
churches, therefore, although at least one historian has done 
(8) Among others, 
T. Schieffer, Winfred - Bonifatius and die Christliche 
Grundlegung Europas (1954). 
M. Coens in Analecta Bollandiana, Vol. LXXIII. 
W. Levison, England and the Continent in the Eaghth 
Century (1946). 
G.W. Greenaway, st. Boniface (1955). 
W. Levison, OPe cit. 
R. Rau, OPe cit. 
(9) B.M. Add M.S. 15350 (st. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 63b, 78a, B.M. 
Cotton Charters vii 12. Printed in B.M. Facsimilies, iii 
21, W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum no. 926, 
J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus no. 450. 
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so, placing the Hreodford-Nhutscelle church at NUrSling.(lO) 
The difficulties in the way of accepting the third of 
these possibilities are two. First there is the a priori 
unlikelihood of two seventh century churches standing so close 
together, the second, the lack of any later signs of past 
importance at Nursling. 
A discussion of these problems would probably be of use 
at this point. It is just possible to argue that the modern 
Redbridge was not the original crossing of that name. The 
parish church of Nursling stands 700 yards to the north of the 
very small Roman settlement of Onna. What we know of thi s 
place is slight in the extreme. It seems, however, to have 
been a small roadside tavern settlement. The Roman roads in 
the area are little surveyed, but the line of that on the 
western bank of the Test points to Nursling. It is possible, 
theref ore, that Onna was the site of the Roman crossing of the 
Test, with that small town serving travellers held up at the 
ford or bridge. Accepting this, it is theoretically possible 
to argue - hypothetically - that the early Saxons found and 
used a Nursling crossing., and called it Hreodford, and that an 
adjacent minster was called Hreodford by Bede, from the river 
crossing, and Nhutscell e by the Vita Sancti Bonifatii, from the 
viII name. It would then by necessary to postulate a change 
of site for the name of the crossing as the crossing itself 
moved. 
(10) O.G. S. Crawford, Southampton (Antiquity) (Vol. XVI ) , 
(1942) p. 45 note. 
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This, however, seems unlikely. Firstly, the alignment 
of the Roman road on the eastern bank seems to point much more 
definitely to the modern crossing than to Nursling. Then, 
again, such changes of name, leaving no trace behind, are rare. 
Finally, if this did happen, it must have happened before 956, 
when a Millbrook landbook twice mentions the modern crossing, 
calling it HreOdbrygce.(ll) 
As to the a priori objection of too great a proximity 
this is based on those general assumptions which have already 
been mentioned. At the moment we cannot say what a normal 
density of churches was in the seventh century. This objection, 
therefore, does not hold water. 
More significant is the other difficulty - the unimportance 
of Nursling later in the Middle Ages. Two miles to the north 
lies Romsey, a very important church from at least the early 
tenth century; while five and a half miles to the south-east 
lies Southampton, which definitely seems to have had an early 
mother church. If Romsey was also a mother church, this would 
have left Nursling with very little room for a parochia of its 
own. However, very little is known of the early history of 
Romsey; and the monastic tradition of the nunnery there spoke 
of a foundation date of 907, and a small early community. (12) 
This date is, to some extent, supported by some archaeological 
(11) B.M. Add M.S. 15350, lac. cit. 
(12) H.G.D. Liveing, Records of Romsey Abbey (1912) p. 11. 
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evidence uncovered in the first quarter of this century. It 
is possible (again speaking hypothetically), that a minster 
at Nursling was wrecked in one of the two Danish raids reported 
in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle as having affected this area, 
one in 840, the other in 860_1.(13) It is further possible 
that the church was not rebuilt on the old site, but moved to 
a new site a few miles to the north. If this were done, then 
Nursling might originally have had the Romsey-l1ichelmersh 
area as its parochia, and the small later parish of Nursling 
would be accounted for. Such a move, with its consequent 
rebuilding of the old minster as a small village church, would 
account for the dedication of Nursling to st. Boniface (a 
medieval dedication, and very rare, this being the only case 
in the diocese). A rebuilding, or building, of about this 
date seems a likely one for such a dedication to have been 
given. 
Thus, the etymological evidence against the two churches 
having stood at one site seems conclusive. At the same time, 
Nursling seems a little unlikely as a site, unless an early 
church here has been totally destroyed at some date, perhaps 
with its rights being transferred to a new site in some fashion 
such as that outlined above'. Eling, however, seems very 
likely to have been the site of Bede's minster, if not of 
Boniface's. I shall discuss this chur ch in depth, therefore. 
(13) Anglo Saxon Chronicle sub anno. 
.1 
81 
The east bank evidence, as has been seen, is obscure, and 
I shall leave it untouched, except for what has been said 
here, stressing only that the Vita's Nhutscelle is no evidence 
against a seventh century mother church at Eling. 
We have an early description of the bounds of the parochia 
of Eling , in the Cartulary of Christchurch Priory. Christchurch 
was concerned about its decimabilia in the east of its parochia, 
and the Cartulary contains three descriptions of the eastward 
bounds of that parochia. One of these descriptions, the 
oldest, calls itself a description of the bounds of the parochia 
of Christchurch;(14) another describes itself as being a 
description of the bounds of Boldre parish, which was one of 
the dependents of Christchurch;(15) the third is rubricated 
as Hee sunt mete inter parochias de Bolre et Elynge.(16) The 
bounds given in these three descriptions are all very different, 
yet clear ly describe the same line. Taking the evidence of 
the last of these descriptions, we find that the bounds run 
from the spring in Whitley Wood, about three-quarters of a mile 
to the south-west of Lyndhurst church, thence due east, along 
a stream now called the Matley Water, to the river now called 
the Beaulieu Water, but originally called the River Otter, and 
then along the Otter until that river reaches the sea. The 
earliest of the three boundary descriptions describes the 
(14) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi B. f. 36 (Cartulary of Christchuroh). 
(15) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi B. f. 36b (Cartulary of Christchurch). 
(16) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi B. f. 37 (Cartulary of Christchurch). 
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bounds in these words: 
Almetus, decanus de Insula, et Elmerus, et 
plures alii, testificantur quod ab ortu 
cuiusdam fontis Otre nomine, qui ortitur 
apud Lindehurst in virgulto Henrici filii 
Herberti forestar', usque defluerit in mare, 
est totum parochia de Christi Ecclesie. 
82 
It is clear that this description describes a line the same 
as that of the thirteenth century description which actually 
mentions Eling. The spring in Henry the son of Herberts 
virgate is clearly the same as the spring in Whitley Wood 
mentioned in the later descriptions; and the Otter is clearly 
that stream now called the Matley Water near its source and 
later the Eeaulieu Water. This being so, we may, I think, 
take it that the earliest of these descriptions, equally with 
the latest one, represents as much the western boundary of 
parochia of Eling as it does the eastern boundary of that 
Christchurch. For reasons that we shall go into in detail 
when we discuss the parochia of Christchurch, the first of the 
descriptions must be of the early twelfth century - certainly 
no later than 1150, and probably rather earlier. 
We find, therefore, that, in the early twelfth century, 
the parochia of Eling included within itself all the parishes 
of Dibden, Fawley, and Exbury, as well as tne greater part of 
the parish of Lyndhurst, and the portion of the parish of 
Eeaulieu which lies to the east of the Otter. This part of 
Eeaulieu parish, including the Abbey itself, definitely lies 
within the Eling parochia, with the larger part of the parish, 
to the west of the river, lying outside it. This division is, 
in fact, explicitly stated in the latest in date of the three 
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descriptions, which describes the bounds as going per medium 
clausum abbatis Belli Loci.(17) What is more, the parochial 
rights of Eling survived long enough for the thirteenth century 
Christchurch scribe to call the land east of the otter the 
parochia of Eling, although, for all practical purposes, those 
rights had lapsed by that date. 
The land to the west of the bounds given in the Christchurch 
Cartulary can never have been under the control of Eling as that 
Cartulary makes it abundantly clear that they were always 
Christchurch territory. 
It is not possible to define the original northern, and 
north-western, limits of the parochia with equal exactitude. 
The northern boundary of the present parish of Eling lies along 
the old county boundary, then across the rough heathland of 
Shelley Common, an outlyer of the New Forest, and then along 
the River Blackwater, threading an intricate course through the 
Blackwater-Test marshes until it reaches the sea. 
To the north of the Test-Blackwater marshes lies the 
parish of Romsey; while to the north of Shelley Common lies 
the small forest parish of East Wellow. This small, poor 
parish is one we know very little of. It does not seem to be 
mentioned until the time of the Bishop's Registers at the end 
of the thirteenth century. At that time it seems to have 
been an independent church, in the advowson of the Lord of 
the Manor. Beyond East Wellow again, even further north, 
(17) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi B. f. 37 (Cartulary of Christchurch). 
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lies a forest area of tiny, disjointed forest parishes originally , 
as vTe shall see, in the parochia of Mottisfont. East Wellow, 
probably, as a small forest settlement on the extreme boundaries 
of two parochia, was probably originally only loosely connected 
with any church. At this distance of time it is impossible to 
say which of the two churches exercised what little control 
there was, if any. Jurisdi ctionally , Eas t Wellow lies in the 
Mottisfont hundred of Thorngate, rather than the Eling hundred 
of Redbridge. For this reason it is possible that the boundary 
of the parochia of Eling followed the same natural boundary in 
this area as the present parish boundary. 
No decision can be reached as to the early status of the 
Romsey area. As has been said, the parish church of this place 
was a very important royal nunnery from early in the tenth 
century. It is very unlikely that this major royal foundation 
would suffer any ties of jurisdiction to a poorer parish church, 
whatever the position had been before the foundation of the 
religious community. Indeed, some details of the constitution 
of that house suggest that it regarded itself as a mother house. 
In common with the other major late Anglo-Saxon royal nunneries 
- Wherwell, Nunnaminster and Shaftesbury in particular - Romsey 
had an anomalous group of prebendaries attached to it. These 
clerics were part of the monastic chapter - at least at both 
Romsey and vllierwell they had a voice in the election of the 
Abbess, and a fixed and certain place in the chapter house, and, 
at Wherwell, a fixed place within the choir. Yet, strangely, 
their duties seem to have been exclusively parochial rather than 
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conventual: the convent having at all times, as far as we can 
see, a large body of clerks for the administration of the 
conventual services. These clerks, unlike the parochial 
chaplains and vicars, were not, apparently, regarded as the 
deputies of the prebendaries. At 'Vherwell these prebendaries 
seem to be a relic of an old mother church taken over by the 
nuns at the time of their foundation. This definitely is not 
the case at Nunnaminster. The Nunnaminster prebendaries did 
not, unlike the Wherwell ones, hold a block of parishes around, 
and dependent on, the conventual church as a mother church, but 
a few churches scattered here and there throughout the county. 
At Romsey they might or might not have been such a relic of a 
mother church. Romsey had three prebends. One of these, 
Edingdon in Wiltshire, was clearly not such a relic. The 
other two, however, were called Co-Prebendaries of the Parish 
Church of St. Laurence the Great, Romsey, and to these prebends, 
apparently join tly, the parish clergy of the parish of Ti msbury, 
as well as the clergy of Romsey itself, were dependent. This 
can be read as a relic of a mother church dating from before the 
foundation of the nunnery. 
At the same time it is (just) possible, as has been said, 
that before the foundation of the nunnery, Nursling exercised 
rights over this area. 
All in all the early history of Romsey is - alas - unclear. 
It lies, however, across the Test-Blackwater marshes from Eling, 
and these marshes are very broad at this point. I n fact, the 
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only good access the people of Romsey would have had with Eling 
in the seventh century, as today, would have been across 
Redbridge. It is still, today, so cut off from Eling that 
any close ties a thousand years ago and more seem rather unlikely. 
The eminently natural boundary of the Test-Blackwater marshes 
seems, therefore, the most likely boundary of the parochia of 
Eling, especially since Romsey itself seems a possible mother 
church, or, at least, a church of considerable importance at a 
very early date. 
To the north west of the parochia, the area, that is, 
between the spring in Whitley Wood, the first landmark in the 
Eling/Christchurch boundary descriptions mentioned already, and 
Cadnam, where the parish of Eling reaches the old county 
boundary, lies some four miles of open forest. At present 
this forest land is divided between the parishes of Eling, 
Lyndhurst, and Minstead. It is quite impossible to say for 
certain whether either Lyndhurst or Minstead was ever in the 
parochia of Eling. 
If the bounds given in the Christchurch/Eling descriptions 
are plotted against modern parish boundaries, it will be seen 
that the modern parish of Lyndhurst falls squarely across the 
older divisions. Most of the parish lies to the north and 
east of the line, but some of it is on the Christchurch side of 
the boundary. The town and parish church, however, lie some 
three-quarters of a mile to the north east of the spring in 
IVhitely Wood. This would appear, therefore, to be well within 
the Eling sphere of influence. 
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Too close an investigation of the minutiae of geography 
would, however, be unprofitable in this area. As far as we can 
see, settlement in the New Forest in the time of Domesday, and 
a fortiori earlier, was limited to a very narrow coastal 
strip, and the major river-valleys, especially that of the 
Avon. Boundaries in the deep forest seem to have been no 
more than very basic sketches of what land-owners and parish 
churches considered the absolute limits of their spheres of 
influence. The Christchurch Cartulary contains a number of 
early boundary descriptions. All of them are vague, using 
long straight lines from landmark to landmark across the 
forest, exact only when these lines approach the sea or the 
river. We have already seen that the early eastern boundary 
of the Christchurch parochia was of classic simplicity - along 
a stream from its source to the sea. Another part of the 
earliest of the Christchurch boundary descriptions has this 
to say of the northern boundary of that parochia. 
Omnes ecclesie que fuerunt et sunt citra fontem 
illum (sc. that in Whitley Wood) usque ad 
Dorsetam pertinent ad ecclesiam de Cr istchurche.(18) 
This is an exceedingly vague description of a boundary 14 miles 
long. 
It is in the last degree unlikely that these vague and 
simple divisions of the Forest reflect the limits of real 
practical parochial controL The only original inhabitants 
of the deep forest must have been itinerant charcoal burners, 
(18) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi B. f. 36 ( Cartulary of Christchurch). 
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huntsmen, and woodmen. Their allegiance to any church must 
have been slight, especially as their trades of a necessity 
kept them on the move about the forest. Detailed descriptions 
of parochial boundaries in this area would be necessary only 
after permanent settlements had grown up there. The early 
descriptions must have been much more in the nature of 
delimitations of spheres of influence than accurate descriptions 
of the bounds of everyday parochial control. Certainly, when 
the new parish boundaries where drawn up they seem to have 
been very little influenced by the older bounds of the parochie. 
It is, though, quite likely that the Norman kings' claim to 
the whole tithe of the Forest, and the total alienation of 
this tithe away from the old mother churches,(19) had something 
to do with the divergence of the new parish boundaries from 
those of the old parochie. 
Thus, although Lyndhurst seems, on the evidence of the 
Christchurch boundary description, geographically within the 
Eling parochia, it might be as well to discuss what evidence 
we have for the early history of Lyndhurst church, rather 
than accepting the Cartulary description as necessarily 
describing practical facts in the twelfth, let alone earlier 
centuries. The first mention of the church of Lyndhurst 
known to me dates from the reign of Edward I, when it is 
called 'The chapel attached to our (sc. the King ' s) lodgings'. 
This would seem to suppose that, at that date, it was no more 
than a private, or semi-private chapel attached to the King's 
(19) The right was claimed for the king at e.g. a Forest inquest 
of 1290 (Cartulary of Christchurch, E.M. Cotton Tiberius 
D. vi E, f. 40b). But . the right was exercised earlier, 
when Henry I and later Henry 11 granted all the forest 
tithe to Salisbury (ed. W.H.R. Jones) (Registrum Sancti 
Osmundi) (1883-4) p. 201, 203. 
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hunting lodge, the King's House, as it is known tOday.(20) 
Since the majority of the inhabitants of Lyndhurst at that 
date were probably verderers and foresters in the employ of 
the King's House, the townsfolk, such few of them as they were, 
presumably used this chapel as part of the familia of the 
owner of the chapel. Presumably the King arranged with the 
nearest parish church - Minstead, some three miles to the north 
- for the service of this chapel when he was not personally 
residing at Lyndhurst. His claim to be the absolute owner of 
the Forest tithe would have made it very easy for him to do 
this. At all events, Lyndhurst is later considered a chapel 
of Minstead.(21) Probably, Lyndhurst church was originally an 
extra- parochial royal chapel, and only slowly became a paroohial 
chapel, through its service from Minstead. If Lyndhurst is of 
late date - perhaps of thirteenth century date - its early 
parochial affiliations become of little interest, especially 
considering the large degree of royal interference with parochial 
rights here. Assuming the church did not exist in the eleventh 
or twelfth century, all we can say is that the area of its 
later parish was loosely divided among two distant mother churches 
with the bulk being assigned to Eling. Bu t what degree of 
actual control this implies cannot be said. "Which church Henry 
( 20) 
(2l) 
V.C.H. Vol. iv, p. 630. 
It is called, for instance, a chapel of Yvetis (an alternative 
name for Minstead) in the mid-thirteenth matricula entered 
in the Register of Bishop Pontissara (ed. C. Deedes) (1913) 
(Vol. II) p. 603. 
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the son of Herbert the Forester regarded as his mother church, 
if any, cannot now be said. 
As we have seen, between vlliitley Wood and the county 
boundary at Canterton lie some four miles of Forest. At the 
present, this area, apart from the land in Lyndhurst parish, 
already discussed, lies in the parishes of ~lins tead and liaing. 
In fact, the eastern boundary of ~lins tead parish runs almost 
north-south through this area. If this boundary is prolonged · 
south through Lyndhurst parish it strikes the Christchurch 
Eling parochie boundary already discussed at precisely that 
boundary's most northerly point - the spring in Whi tley Wood. 
This line, running in a straight line from the Whitley 
Wood spring to the county boundary, looks suspiciously like 
the line of the northern boundary of the Christchurch parochia 
already mentioned, which was a straight line from that same 
spring west to the other county boundary, with Dorset. It may, 
in short, .be a remnant of a similar early, vague, line striking 
across the forest from one recognised landmark, to another on 
the county boundary. In this case this line may have been 
chosen as the new parish boundary because it lies conveniently 
between the older settlement of Eling and the newer one of 
Minstead. 
We may, therefore, in default of a better, take this line 
as the original north-western boundary of the Eling parochia, 
with the Minstead area lying outside it, and the Lyndhurst 
area, for the most part, lying within it, but without taking 
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this to imply that these were the actual limits of day-to-day 
practical parochial control. 
However, while the early position with regard to the 
small settlements in the heart of the forest is unclear, the 
line described in the Christchurch Cartulary can be taken 
entirely at its face value with regard to those places on the 
Eling side of it whi ch definitely had an independent existence 
at the time of the Cartulary account - in particular, those 
villages and hamlets in the narrow strip along the coast, 
Exbury and otterwood, Lepe and Stone, Langley, Fawley , Calshot, 
Ower, Badminstone, Rollstone, Holbury, Buttsash, Dibden and 
Hythe, Marchwood, Colbury, Bartley, Cadnam, Copythorne, Wigley, 
Calmore, Testwood, Tatchbur,y, Wins or , Totton and Eling, and all 
the other, smaller, settlements in this region. These, without 
any doubt, must have been firmly in the control of Eling for 
Christchurch to have described the area east of the Otter as 
parochia de Elynge. 
On the whole, therefore, the boundaries of the parochia 
of Eling are clear: from the county boundary at Canterton along 
the county boundary to Foxbury, then across Shelley Common to 
the river Blackwater, then down that river to the Test and to 
the sea at Redbridge; around the coast to the mouth of the 
Otter or Beaulieu Water, up that river to its source in Whitley 
Wood, and so back in a straight line across the forest to 
Canterton. 
This parochia forms a block of land about fourteen miles 
long by five broad, consisting essentially of a strip of good 
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land along the coast, b.acked by forest. This area formed the 
hundred of Redbridge in the eleventh century. Domesday Book 
places the manors that form the present parishes of Eling, Fawley, 
Dibden, and probably Exbury, in this hundred, as well as the two 
Domesday manors that make up that part of the parish of Beaulieu 
that lies to the east of the river otter.(22) The only part of 
the parochia that lies outside the Domesday hundred of Redbridge 
is Lyndhurst, which is given to Bovre hundred; but this might be 
due to that imprecision of boundary in the heart of the forest 
that has been commented on already - and, indeed, to the new Norman 
Forest Courts. By the time of Domesday, the Verderers court of 
Lyndhurst had probably already usurped most of the functions of the 
hundred court for this village. Certainly, later in the Middle 
Ages, and, indeed, even down to our own times, this court was the 
only local authority for the small villages in the heart of the 
forest. By the time of Domesday it is unlikely that the hundred 
in which Lyndhurst stood had anything more than an academic interest. 
This 'exact co-incidence of hundred and paroohia disappeared 
soon after Domesday. The manor of Fawley, like so many isolated 
ep~opal manors in Hampshire, was later considered a detached 
member of a distant episcopal manor, in this case that of Bishop's 
Waltham. (23) The rest of the parish of Fawl~y, which had been 
(22) 
(23) 
Hariforde Dd. f. XXVIllb, Otreorde Dd. f. XXIX a (bis), 
representing the modern Hartford and Otterwood. The 
portions of Beaulieu to the west of the otter are called 
in Domesday Truham (the modern Througham, the older name for 
st. Leonards), for whioh see Dd. f. XXIVa (bis), f. XXVlIIa 
(bis). 
V.C.H. Vol. iii, p. 276. A.W. Goodman, Cartulary of 
Winchester Cathedral (1927) 451. 
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badly affected by the afforestation of the Conqueror, beoame a 
part of the new New Forest hundred (which in its turn was attached 
to the Verderers court at the King's House) when that hundred was 
formed a oentury or so later.(24) The parish of Exbury also 
joined this new hundred. The east otter part of Beaulieu parish 
became a jurisdictional liberty when it came into the hands of 
Beaulieu Abbey at its foundation.(25) 
Ecclesiasti cally, too, the original unity of the area 
disappeared quite soon after Domesday. Although enough of the 
original rights of Eling survived into the thirteenth century for 
the Christohurch scribe to rubrioate his boundary description Hee 
sunt mete inter parochias de Bolre et Elynge,(26) not the s~ightest 
hint of any ties of dependence from Dibden, Fawley, Exbury, or 
Beaulieu appear in the Cartulary of Mottisfont Priory, whioh was 
given the churoh of Eling by King John in 1204.(27) It is interesting 
to note, however, that Exbury was, by the end of that century, 
regarded as a chapel of Fawley. (28) This is probably a taking 
(24) The cluster of small Domesday hundreds are all mentioned in 
1168 when they are inoluded in Pipe Roll 14 Hen 11. Later 
mentions are only of the two modern hundreds of Christehurch 
and the New Forest which were formed from an amalgamation 
of the earlier hundreds. 
( 25 ) The liberty of Beaulieu was the direct result of the extensive 
grants of jurisdictional independence given to Beaulieu by 
the King at its foundation. The foundation charter is in 
B.N. Loans (Portland M.S.) 29/330 f. la, printed in Dugdale 
Monasticon, Vol. V, p. 683, J.K. Fowler, A History of 
Beaulieu Abbey, p. 10. 
(26) B.M. Cotton Tiberius, D. vi B (Cartulary of Christchuroh) f. 37. 
(27) H.R.O. 13M 63/2 (Mottisfont Cartulary ii) f. 168a. 
(28) B.M. Add M.S. 39965 f. 398a (1461), and probably also in 
Calendar Charter Rolls (1284). 
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over of older rights once exercised by Eling by a Church that 
was itself originally an Eling dependent. It probably also 
means that Fawley was older than the other dependent churches. 
Ee that as it may be, while a thirteenth century description of 
the bounds of Eling written outside the area, gives it the whole 
of the area discussed above, the records of that church itself 
show no such signs of extensive mother church powers at so late 
a date. Indeed, a thirteenth century boundary description of 
Eling parish found in the Mottisfont records describes the present 
parish Only.(29) A similar situation is hinted at Eeaulieu, 
where the abbey cartulary mentions Eling only in reference to 
Eeaulieu lands within the modern parish of Eling, giving no hint 
that a contemporary sixteen miles to the east considered that a good 
half of the Eeaulieu lands was in the parochia of Eling. We 
may, I think, assume, that the parochia of Eling was in the 
process of collapse in the period from Domesday onwards, and that, 
by the early thirteenth century only the very vaguest memories 
survived and then, apparently, only at the possibly rather 
conservative Christchurch. De,spi te this lack of later supporting 
evidence, however, Domesday and the Christchurch boundary 
descriptions show that, in the eleventh and early twelfth 
centuries, and presumably for a considerable period before that, 
the whole of the western shore of Southampton Water formed one 
hundred, and, coterminous with that hundred, one parochia, that 
of Eling. 
(29) H.R.O. 13M 63/3 (Mottisfont Rental) f. 42b. 
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Given this co-incidence between the hundred and the 
paro chi a , it comes as little surprise to find that Eling church 
was closely connected vath the royal manor of Eling, closely 
connected, that is, with the manor which dominates the hundred, 
and to which, probably, the hundred was at one stage appurtenant. 
The church is mentioned in Domesday, under the royal manor, with 
the half hide it held in elemosina. (30) Until 1204 the estate 
was royal demesne; in that year the king granted the estate to 
lay tenants, and the advowson to Mottisfont. This royal manor 
of Eling, while not covering the whole of its hundred, was yet 
very large, with rather more than half the total Domesday 
population of the hundred, and being worth rather more than half 
the total value as well. The manor was an ancient one, since 
it was not hidated, paying a half a nights farm. Its name -
Aethelingas (IPrince's people') - also seems to point to 
longstanding royal ownership. This being so, it seems likely that 
Redbridge was one of those hundreds that were formed around a 
great and ancient royal manor; and it is interesting to find 
the seventh century church of Eling connected vdth such a place. 
(30) Dd., p. 360 
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TITCHFIELD 
There are two further churches in the area around 
Southampton "\<Tater which have a good claim to be considered 
old, even though, unlike Eling and Bishop's Waltham, neither 
of these churches is mentioned in early records. The first 
of these churches is Titchfield, which stands some seven miles 
south of Bishop's Waltham. Unfortunately, our evidence for 
this mother church is slight in the extreme - 800 square feet 
of mas onry, one not too informative twelfth century charter, 
and two miles of a curiously shaped parish boundary. Nevertheless 
some reasonable guesses as to the size and shape of the parochia 
can be made, even from this unpromising material. 
The present church of Titchfield is quite spacious for a 
Hampshire church, consisting of a nave, aisled on both sides, 
a chancel, and two aisle-end chapels, with a west tower which 
serves as ,a porch. Of this church a substantial portion is 
early Anglo-Saxon work. Cl) The most important Anglo-Saxon 
masonry still surviving above ground here is the present nave 
west wall, and the west tovTer. The whole of this west wall 
is probably late eighth or ninth century. The southwest quoins 
of the wall survive from ground level up to the springing of 
the gable. The north-west quoins are hidden, because, when 
the fifteenth century north aisle was built, a buttress was 
(1) H. and T. Taylor , Anglo-Saxon Architecture, A.R. & P.M. 
Green, Saxon Architecture and Sculpture in Hampshire. 
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built up against this quoin. 'rhis Anglo-Saxon wall is 
approximately 25 feet wide, and some 45 feet high to the 
peak of the gable. The west tower covers a good deal of 
the fabric of this early wall, but, as we have said, this 
tower is also of old work. It would appear that the lower 
portions of this tower are of the same date as the west wall 
against which they are built. The surviving Anglo-Saxon 
portions of the tower consist of a doorway, a blocked window 
just above it, and about twelve feet of walling. The walling 
above this portion, and the tower proper, is later, and the 
height of the original Angl o-Saxon west tower or porch cannot 
now be ascertained. 
Nothing more of the original Saxon work survives, but 
it is generally assumed that the present nave (about fifty 
feet long) stands on the original early Saxon foundations. 
It is possible that the south-east and north-east quoins 
survive behind the present buttresses at the east end of the 
nave. There is no evidence to tell us whether this church 
had lateral porticus or not. 
This church is large; larger, in fact, and higher, than 
most medieval parish churches in the area. This is because 
the only local building stone is flint, which is unsuitable 
for large buildings. To put Titchfield into perspective, it 
would appear to have been of the same order of size as the 
original cathedral at Winchester, or the important pre-Danish 
church of s t. Mary, Wareham. Thus, even if the Anglo-Saxon 
church at Titchfield would be unremarkable in other areas of 
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the country, it stands out as a major church of its date in 
this area. 
We have, therefore, at Titchfield, a major pre-Danish 
church; being either a rebuilding of about 800 A.D., or a 
new foundation of about that date. Whichever is correct -
and only archaeology can say for sure - we clearly have here 
an early church of importance; one we can safely consider as 
a mother church, and one ymose early parochia is worth 
investigating. 
At Ti tchfield, as at Eling, the boundaries of the parochia 
can be traced reasonably clearly. On the western side of the 
present parish of Titchfield lies the river Ramble, and, as 
we have seen, the parishes on the opposite, western, bank were 
- at least the majority of them - dependent on the mother church 
of Bishop's Waltham. Hence it is clear that, on this side at 
least, the boundary of the parochia must follow the present 
parish boundary. This, in fact, is what one would expect, 
for the deep estuary of the Ramble forms a natural boundary 
from the sea as far inland as Curbridge. 
At the time of the first edition of the Ordinance Survey 
- which represents the position in this area in about 1817 -
about one half of the land between the South Downs and 
Southampton Water was waste. This waste land fell into two 
main blocks. Near the sea were a number of sandy, sterile, 
commons, of which the largest were Ti tchfield and Netley 
Commons. Other Commons of this group were Southampton, Chark, 
and Round Commons. This group of sandy commons lies on soil 
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very similar to the barren lands of the New Forest area across 
Southampton Water, and must, originally, have borne vegetation 
similar to that in the eastern part of the Forest - bracken, 
heather, and a few fir and beech trees in the hollows. Most 
of these commons were enclosed for suburban housing developments 
in the last century, but their existence must be borne in mind 
when discussing the early shape of the area, for they were 
uncultivatable, and made real barriers. 
Behind this belt of commons, about four or five miles 
from the sea, the sandy soils give way to deep, stiff, clays, 
which, while the very opposite to the seaward thin, shallow, 
sands are equally infertile, being, for the most part, waterlogged 
and unploughable. These clay lands tended to develop damp oak 
forests similar to the Wealden forests of Sussex. The most 
extensive area of forest lay between Portsdown and the South 
Downs. Much of this area, the Forest of Bere- Por tchester, r emains 
unenclosed to this day. Other large wooded tracts existed in 
the past, however - Waltham Chase (enclosed in the nineteenth 
century), and the forest of Bere-Ashley to the west of the 
river Itchen ,much of which still survives). Outs ide these 
large forests there were, in 1817, many smaller woods of the 
same general type, especially between the Ramble and the Meon. 
Even, therefore, as late as 1817 these oak forests were 
extensive. In early Anglo-Saxon times they must have been 
the dominant feature of the land-scape. It seems probable that, 
at that date, these wooded areas were practically or wholly 
uninhabited. It is likely that Wickham, Southwick, and Wanstead 
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ohurohes were twelfth oentury paroohial foundations, and their 
villages were probably not muoh older. Boarhunt is probably 
about one hundred years older. (2) 
Acoording to ~ New Minster oharter of A.D. 900, King 
Edward the Elder granted that house extensive areas of woodland 
in the area between Curbridge and Botley. (3) This oharter has 
had some doubts cast on it, but it probably shows the actual 
state of the New Minster's holdings, if not in 900 A.D., then 
at least in about 1000 A.D. This charter records the grant 
to the New Minster of the very extensive manor of Mioheldever, 
in the centre of the county, together with a few isolated and 
distant blooks of woodland, probably added to the main grant to 
oompensate for the lack of woodland at Micheldever itself. One 
of these blocks of land was oalled Durley, and seems to represent 
the western and south-western parts of the parish of that name. 
The second, called Curbridge, seems to have been a black of 
land lying between Curbridge and the main stream of the Hamble 
one and a half miles to the north. Since the grant mentions no 
inhabitants in these areas, and since these lands are clearly 
adjuncts of Micheldever, it is probably reasonable to suppose 
that they were basically uninhabited, unoleared woodlands that 
could be used as denes of the main, distant, manor, supplying 
it with pigs, charooal, and building timber. This Curbridge-
(2) A.R. & P.M. Green, Ope oit., and N. Persner, The Buildings 
of England: Hampshire (1967) p. Ill. For Wickham, see 
belowp. 101f, for Southwick and Wanstead, see below 
p. 114 seq. 
B.M. Cotton Domit. XIV f. 726, Harley, 1761, .f. 48 (Hyde 
Cartularies) printed W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, 
no. 596, J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomatious, no. 332, E. Edwards, 
Liberde Hyda, p. 85. For the bounds of the Curbridge and 
Duriey areas see G.B. Grundy, The Saxon Land .charters of Hampshire 
(Archaeologioal Journal 2nd Ser.)(XXVIII)(1921) p. 63, 119. 
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r Durley area was open county by 1817. It was, in fact, the 
I~ 
only large break in the woods between Bishop's Waltham and the 
Sussex border. That this area was also uncleared forest in 
1000 is, therefore, a significant topographical fact. 
Taking it all in all, therefore, we must assume tha t in 
early Anglo-Saxon times the five or six miles south of the 
seaward end of the Downs was an almost uninterrupted block of 
dense forest. Perhaps the only early settlement in the area 
was Waltham - whose name, perhaps significantly, seems to mean 
' Forest Town'. 
Because of this, the present parish boundary of Titchfield 
from when it leaves the Hamble at Curbridge to cut east, continues 
to run across the middle of what must have been, in early Angl o-
Saxon times, as obvious a natural boundary as the estuary - a 
dense area of uncleared and difficult forest land. 
To the north, across this forest land, lie the parishes 
of Bishop's Waltham, Droxford, and Soberton; to the south, 
Titchfield and Wi ckham. Wi ckham, indeed, lies almost entirely 
surrounded by the forest. The church of Wickham was founded 
in the middle twelfth century, and it is one of the very few 
medieval churches in Hampshire for which we possess a foundation 
document. This document is of great interest, and shows that 
Wickham lay, at the time of foundation, within the parochia of 
Titchfield. The bishop, Henry of Blois , who issued the charter, 
had this to say on the relationship of the new church to 
Titchfield: 
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Nos ••• capellam (de Wykham) dedicavimus et eidem 
cimiterium habere permisimus ••• sub hac condicione, 
quod capella annuatim reddent ecclesie de 
Tychefeld pro omnibus, viginti solidos.(4) 
It is clear from this that Wickham had been in Titchfield 
parochia and was compounding with its mother church to buy out 
that mother church's rights for an annual pension. This 
composition was a total one - Titchfield retained no rights 
over the territory of the new parish. The pension was pro 
omnibus. It is interesting to note that this pension seems to 
have been assessed at the rate of half a shilling on each acre 
of the 40 acre glebe which, the charter informs us in another 
place, had been given to the new church by the lord of the manor 
of Wickham. 
Wickham, therefore, clearly belonged to Titchfield parochia. 
What about the lands to the north, across the forest; Bishop's 
\1altham, Droxford, and Soberton? Bishop's Waltham we have 
seen was itself a mother church of considerable age, and so can 
be taken out of the reckoning at once. Droxford and Soberton 
are both downland valley parishes eentred on the river Meon at 
the point where that river crosses the Downs. Droxford is 
three miles north of the northern edge of the woodlands, and 
Soberton two miles. They were primarily villages of the 
valleys - depending mostly on the rearing of cattle and sheep 
on the Downs and in the easily cleared river valleys. These 
(4) Winchester D. & C. Muniments, st. Swithuns Cartulary f. 29a. 
A.W. Goodman, Chartulary of 'vinchester Cathedral, no. 67. 
The pension was l ater confirmed by Bishop Henry Woodlock, 
Goodman, OPe cit., no. 68. 
, I 
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villages expanded south into the forests very slowly, and 
never really brought the southern halves of their parishes 
into complete cultivation. Both these parishes look inland, 
to the Alresford and Petersfield areas, rather than outvTards 
to the sea. They were in different hundreds in Domesday from 
Titchfield - Droxford at that date formed a hundred in itself,(5) 
while Soberton, with Meonstoke, formed the major part of the 
hundred of Meonstoke.(6) If these were the only facts in the . 
case it would be easy to say that there is very little possibility 
of these areas ever having been parochially subject to 
Ti tchfield. However, Domesday renders the whole question 
obscure because of what it says on the subject of the tenurial 
arrangements in the area. 
'vi thin the hundred of Ti tchfi eld the King held only one 
manor, both in King Ivilliam's and King Edward's days. 
In Ticefelle Hundredo. Rex tenet Ticefelle. 
Berewica est et pertinent ad Menestoches. 
Rex Edwardus tenuit. Ibi .ii. hidae sed non 
geldaverunt. Terra est .XVo carucatae. In 
dominio nisi .ii. animalia, et .xvi. villani 
et .xiiio bordarii cum .ix. carucatis. Ibi 
.iv. servi et molinus de .xx. solidis. 
Mercatus et theloneum .xl. solidis.(7) 
There is a lot of difficulty about this entry. It was clearly 
a valuable manor, but no value is given. It was populous and 
covered much land, with its fifteen ploughlands; yet it only 
(5) Dd. IXa. 
(6) Dd. lIb. 
(7) Dd. IVb. 
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contained two hides, and those did not pay geld. The church, 
which must have stood here, is not mentioned. To all intents 
and purposes, the manor had no demesne; but it did have a 
profitable market and toll. Finally we have here a manor, 
clearly rich and large, bearing the same name as the hundred 
in which it stands - usually a sign of a major and ancient 
royal manor - and yet that manor is spoken of as an appendage 
of the manor of Meonstoke. This manor of Meonstoke was itself 
s omewhat similar to Titchfield, being of small demesne (1 hide), 
relatively large population (27), and bearing the name of its 
hundred. (8) 
There are a number of difficulties and inconsistencies in 
these two Domesday entries. The first inconsistancy - fifteen 
ploughlands in two hides - is quite irreconcilable. Very few 
places in Hampshire have as great a divergence as this from the 
1 ploughland equals 1 hide norm. Indeed, such divergences 
elsewhere are almost always the result of beneficial hidation. 
It is unlikely that this is the case at Titchfield. It is 
true that the neighbouring episcopal manor of Fareham was granted 
beneficial hidation just before the date of Domesday,(9) but, 
since we are told that Titchfield had never paid geld, it seems 
likely that this manor was one of those that paid night 's farm, 
or some other special render. This being so, the question of 
beneficial hidation, since night's farm does not seem to have 
(8) Dd. lIb. 
(9) Dd. Vlla. 
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been levied on the hide but the manor, does not arise. 
What reason there is for this low figure for the hidage is, 
therefore, unknown. The major royal estate of Eowcombe, 
in the Isle of Wight shows a very similar pattern, cramming 
its 15 ploughlands and population of 50, its annual value of 
£20, into no more than 4 hides T.R. E. and none at all T.R.W.(lO) 
As has been said, the church of Ti tchfield is not 
mentioned in Domesday. Crofton, another manor lying within 
the bounds of the modern parish of Titchfield does, however, 
have a church mentioned in the Domesday entry.(ll) This 
Crofton church is likely to have been the chapel of Titchfield 
that stood there later in the Middle Ages. This chapel was 
important, with its own endowment and resident priest. (12) 
There is no reason why it should not be as old as Domesday. 
There can be little doubt that Ti tchfield church, even if not 
mentioned, was on the royal estate at the time of Domesday. 
The church was in the royal advows on in the twelfth and early 
thirteenth centuries,(13) and must surely have been so earlier. 
(10) Dd. XXXb. 
(11) Ddo XIVb. 
(12) Winchester D. & C. Muniments,St. Swithun 's Cartulary, 
f. 32b, for instance, is a composition dated 1381 
between Titchfield Priory and Elias of Charlton about 
a chantry Elias had founded in Crofton chapel and 
which details the quite considerable number of daily 
services provided at Crofton, printed A.W. Goodman, 
Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral, no. 70a. 
(13) Winchester D. & C. Muniments, st. Swithun's Cartulary, 
f. 45b, printed in A.W. Go 0 dman , OPe cit., no. 94 , is 
the royal grant of Titchfield church to Eishop Peter 
des Roches for the purpose of founding the priory. 
The Rememoratorium Tychefeld, B.M. !l1.S. Loans 29/ 55 
f. la has a description of the foundation of the priory 
where it is stated that the priory was founded on the 
soil of the parish church. 
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Thus it seems likely that the royal manor of Titchfie1d 
in 1067 consisted of about 33 families, with a market, a 
ohuroh, and 15 ploughs. This would make this a royal estate 
of a similar size to Basingstoke (40 families, a market, and 
20 P10ughs)(14) or Hurstbourne Tarrant (36 families, a ohurch, 
and 16 P10ughs).(15) Basingstoke and Hurstbourne Tarrant were 
both estates whioh paid night's farm. It would not, therefore, 
seem impossible, bearing in mind the non ge1daverunt at 
Titohfie1d, that Titchfie1d, too, was a night's farm estate. 
But oou1d a night's farm estate be a berewick of another, 
and, apparently smaller, estate? Perhaps the answer to this 
problem, and to the other inconsistencies, lies in the ve~ 
small demesne at Titohfie1d. . Unlike Basingstoke, whioh had 
3 demesne ploughs, and HUI'stbourne Tarrant, whioh had 2, 
Titohfie1d had only *" - just only one-eighth of the number at 
Hurstbourne. 
Perhaps Titohfie1d was a manor Similar to Alverstoke, a 
few miles to the east. Domesday tells us that vi11ani tenuerint 
et tenent this manor.(16) Here, the lord's presenoe must have 
been minimal, depending on the collection of rents and the 
holding ef courts, rather than on any day-to-day demesna1 
acti vitie s. If Titchfie1d was a manor similar to this (and 
(14) Dd. !Vb. 
(15) Dd. !Vb. 
(16) Dd. IXa. 
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perhaps the Viking raids on Fareham recorded in Domesday 
gi ve us a reason for it being vlOrth the lord's while to 
farm these estates to the tenants) then the very small amount 
'of demesne becomes reasonable. If Titchfield was such a 
manor it might, perhaps, be an early example of something 
that would one day be tenure by ancient demesne. If villani 
tenuerint et tenent at Titchfield as well as at Alverstoke, 
then the description of Titchfield as a berewick must be 
thought of as something different in meaning from the ordinary 
Domesday word; which seems to refer, usually, to a small 
sub-manor, or farm, totally subservient to, and generally 
economically specialising for, a major manor in the neighbourhood. 
vii th no demesne, Ti tchfield would not have needed any 
elaborate manorial structure. Perhaps the reeve of Meonstoke 
- the nearest royal official with the exception of the busy 
castellan of Portchester - exercised the lord's duties in 
Titchfield when called for, held the courts, and collected 
the rents. The Meonstoke reeve would have had time for this 
since his own demesne was quite small - only one and a half 
hides. If this hypothesis is granted, then Titchfield oould 
have been called a berewick of Heonstoke without being 
tenurially or historically a dependenoy, and without there 
being any tie of inferiority, or, neoessarily, any long-
standing relationship at all. In short, Titchfield may well, 
if this hypothesis is oorrect, have been only a jurisdictional, 
and not a tenurial berewick. 
If this is so, then we need not take a tenurial connection 
across the forest of Bere into acoount when trying to draw the 
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bounds of the parochia of Titchfield. Soberton, then, and 
Meonstoke, would seem quite likely to have been as separated 
parochially as they were physically and tenurially. If this 
is the case, we may assume that the northern and north-eastern 
boundaries of the present parishes of Ti tchfield and Wi ckham 
represent the parochia boundary, at least as far as the 
junction between the parishes of \{i ckham, Soberton, and 
Boarhunt, a point about half vlay between the Meon and the 
Wallington rivers. From here the evidence becomes harder to 
reconstruct, because we have only the most circumstantial 
evidence for the early position of Fareham , and even less on 
the early position of the forest parishes of Boarhunt , 
Southwick, and \vanstead. 
To turn to Fareham first, it is occasionally possible 
to show that one parish or other parcel of land has been 
cut out of another on purely geographical, or, more strictly, 
cartographical, grounds. Originally a mother church would 
exercise authority over a wide area. However, as new churches 
grew up within the parochia, the bounds of their new parishes 
were usually the same as the bounds of the estate of the man 
who had founded the church, purely formal boundaries, therefore , 
full of awkward right-angle bends and so ori. If every manor 
of a parochia built itself a church, this would leave the 
original mother church with the lands of the manor on which 
it stood as its parish, and nothing else besides. Very often, 
however, only a few, wealthy manors built churches and developed 
into parishes. Where this happened, the original mother 
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church retained as its parish not only its own manor, but 
awkward tongues and detached portions between these new 
manorial parishes, which tongues and detached portions 
represent the smaller, poorer manors that had never been 
able to afford churches, and so remained, by default, in the 
parish of the mother church and portions of moor and fen 
previously common to the whole area. Sometimes it is possible 
to use these tongues and detached portions to show that a 
parish has at one time been cut out of another. 
The clearest case of this is ,.,hen one parish is totally 
surrounded by another. Knight's Enham, for instance is one 
such case in Hampshire. The parish is entirely surrounded by 
that of Andover, from which it must have been cut at some stage, 
although no evidence for subordination now survives. Eastrop, 
surrounded by the parish of Basing-Basingstoke, is another 
case in point. More often the tongues and detached portions, 
while not entirely surrounding the second parish, bracket or 
sandwich it. We have already seen a case of this at Bursledon; 
but there are many others, such as those on the periphery of 
Basing-Basingstoke parish, and those on the periphery of King's 
Somborne parish. 
Of course, it is dangerous to rely solely on evidence 
of this kind, and, in most cases, in fact, supplementary 
evidence is available to prove the original dependence of the 
surrounded parish. vfuere no such supplementary evidence 
exists care must be taken. It is always, for instance, 
possible that the tongues and detached portions arose from a 
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union of small parishes, which would leave parishes in the 
area not joining the union as enclaves surrounded or 
bracketed by the land of the united parishes. This happened, 
for instance, with Widley, which is now almost surrounded by 
the parish of Wymering. In this case, however, Widley was 
not cut off from Wymering, because Wymering parish itself 
was formed by the union in the fifteenth century of the two 
small parishes of Wymering and Wellsworth.(17) 
In the case of Titchfield, however, it is most unlikely 
that the parish reached its present size thr ough unions of 
smaller parishes. Such unions rarely took place before the 
fifteenth century, and we have a middle fourteenth century 
description of the bounds of that parish which gives bounds 
identical with those of the present parish. (18) Fur thermore, 
as we have seen, the church is an old one. In short, we 
can assume that the parish did not grow to its present size 
by a series of unions. 
Now Wickham was formed from the parish of Titchfield, 
as was made clear in the foundation charter of Wickham. If 
we take the area of this parish together with that of the 
modern parish of Titchfield, we see that the combined area 
almost surrounds the parish of Fareham. . 
Titchfield village was si '~ated, before eighteenth 
century drainage operations, on the west bank of the river 
(17) H.R.O. l M54/3 (Southwick Cartulary Ill) f. 270, o. 1426. 
(18) B.M. M.S. Loans 29/58 (Rentalia de Titchfield) f. 107b. 
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Meon at a spot that was then both the head of navigation 
and the lowest bridging point. Between the village and the 
sea lay the Meon estuary, now entirely drained, but then a 
wide, twisting channel similar to the still existing Hamble 
estuary a few miles up the coast. There may have been a 
ferry across the estuary near the sea, as there was across 
t he Hamble between Hamble village and Warsash, but no record 
of one has survived. The road pattern near the Hamble 
estuary centres on the bridge across the estuary head at 
Botley. The road pattern near the erstwhile Meon estuary 
centres even more markedly on the bridge across the old 
estuary head, at Titchfield. From this bridge run a number 
of roads, in particular two towards the sea. One of these 
ran along what was the western side of the estuary, the other 
along what was the eastern side. Originally, most of the 
population lived close to the river, either along these roads 
or else in the river valley to the north of Titchfield village. 
This is particularly marked in Domesday. Ten manors 
are given in Domesday which fall within the bounds of the 
modern parish of Titchfield. (19) Of these only two are more 
than a half a mile from the Meon, and one of these, Brownwich, is 
barely three-quarters of a mile from the rIver, lying in the 
angle between the river and the sea. Only one manor, Hook, 
lies right out of the sphere of influence of the Meon, as it 
were~ This manor lies right on the western edge of the parish, 
(19) Burnewic (Brownwich) Dd. Vllb, Croftone (Crofton) Dd. XIVb, 
Funtelei (Funtley), Dd. XIVb, XIXb, XXIVb, Houch (Hook) 
Dd. XVla, Mene (Meon) Ddo Vlla, Stubitone (Stubbington) 
Dd. XVla, Sugion ( Segeonsworth) Dd. XVla, and Ticefelle 
(Titchfield) Dd. IVb. 
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adjacent to the river Hamble. This manor, however, held 
only 5 of a total recorded population of 114. Clearly, 
in Domesday, and a priori even more so at an earlier date, 
the Meon valley was the most significant part of the area. 
Titchfield, at the head of the estuary, lies in the centre 
of the valley, at the junction of the roads. It would 
appear reasonable to suppose that its parochia consisted 
originally basically of that valley, and the wilder country 
away from the river on either side, with Titchfield at the 
centre. However, the present parish does not conform with 
this. 
y(>'","'\5 
From a point about two hundred ~ on the seaward 
side of Titchfield bridge upriver for about two miles the 
Meon is the boundary between Titchfield and Fareham parishes. 
Hence the eastern bridgehead of Titchfield bridge, a spot 
only 200 yards from the church, lies in Fareham parish. What 
is more, the Meon runs along one wall of Titchfield churchyard, 
so that the present parish boundary of Titchfield runs only a 
matter of tvlenty yards or so from the church itself. The 
east bank of the Meon lies in Fareham parish from a point 
about two miles from the sea to a point about four miles from 
the sea. The river valley between four 'and six miles from 
the sea is again' entirely in the parish of Titchfield, or 
in that of Wickham. 
This arrangement is inconvenient. The lands on the 
east of the estuary, to the s outh-east of Titchfield village, 
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were, as we have said, connected with that village by a road 
that ran to Titchfield bridge. As the eastern bridgehead 
lay in Fareham parish, the parishioners of Titchfield living 
in this area had to cross into Fareham parish every time 
they wished to go to church. 
It is difficult to imagine any reason why both banks 
of the river should be in Titchfield parochia from the sea 
to the estuary head, and from a point four miles from the 
sea to another six miles from it, but not for the most 
important central area, immediately adjacent to the church 
itself, unless the Fareham area had originally been cut from 
a Titchfield land unit. If Fareham is added to the 
Ti tchfield/Wickham area the resulting block of land becomes 
much more sensible, ,dth straightforward boundaries, with the 
!-1eon running through the centre of the area, and vIi th the 
church at Ti tchfield standing at the bridge, the hub of the 
whole district. No other evidence for an early subordination 
of Fareham to Titchfield survives, however, and the original 
dependence cannot be regarded as more than likely. If 
Fareham was once parochially attached to Ti tchfield, it was 
probably divided off from it very early - perhaps when Fareham 
was granted to the bishop, at an unknown 'date before 963 X 975.(20) 
The present church at Fareham contains fragments of Saxon 
(20) It w.as in vlinchester hands then as King Edgar confirmed 
it to the Old Minster. B. M. Add M.S . 15350 (Cartulary 
of St . Swithun's) f. 12a, printed in W. de G. Birch, 
Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 1156, J.M. Kemble , Codex 
Diplomaticus, no. 507. 
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work, probably of the last century of the old English kingdom, 
whioh also seems to point to a reasonably early independence. (21) 
To the north- east of Fareham, and the south-east of 
Wickham, lie the small forest parishes of Southwick, Boarhunt, 
and "Hanstead (which last has been united with Southwick from 
the late Middle Ages). The northern boundary of the parish 
of Wickham, where it marches with Soberton, runs through the 
wooded area of Bere Forest, and probably, as we have seen, 
represents the original northern boundary of Titchfield 
parochia. The forest area, hmofever, extends further to the 
east than the present north-east corner of Wickham parish, 
and the line of the northern boundary of that parish is 
extended east through this forest region by the northern 
boundary of these three forest parishes, where they march with 
Soberton and Hambledon. It is possible that at least the 
western parishes of this group had once been subject to 
Ti tchfield. Unfortunately, however, we have very little 
evidence as to early parochial rights in this district. 
Since almost all the churches of this area came into 
the hands of Southwick Priory during the twelfth century, 
however, a study of the three Southwick Cartularies discloses 
some features of interest. The area of Southwick parish was 
one of the foundation estates of the house, given to it by 
William de Pont de L' Arche when he founded the house at 
(21) N. Pevsner, The Buildings of England: Hampshire (1967) 
p. 219· 
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Portchester somewhen before 1128.(22) There exist a number 
of general confirmation charters of the priory before the 
change of site to Southwick. They are unanimous in giving the 
house only two churches at this early date, those of 
Portchester and IVymering, and a number of temporalia, including 
southwiCk.(23) South,rick parish church is not mentioned until 
much later in the century, after the change of site to 
Southwick. There is no charter of grant of this church in 
the Cartularies, and since it was built on a manor held by 
the house from its foundation, and since the priory was 
certainly patron from a very early date, there can be little 
doubt that the priory was the founder of this church, at a 
date after the move to Southwick, after, that is to say, 
1149-50.(24 ) 
Another Southwick charter records that Widley church, 
a mere t wo miles south-east of Wanstead, on the northern 
(22) For the date see H.R.O. IM54/ 1 (Southwick Cartulary I) 
f. la, a charter of Bishop Henry de Blois, which 
mentions a charter given to the house by Bishop William 
Giffard, ob. 1128. 
(23) H.R .O. IM54/ 1, f. 3a, 14a, H. R.O. IM54/2 (Southwick 
Cartulary 2) f. 5a. 
(24) For this date, see H.R.O. lM54/1, f. 3a and H.R.O. IM54/3 
(Southwick Cartulary 3) fo 233. (bis). The charters 
in Southwick Cartulary 3, f. 233 are indulgences issued 
on the occasion of the transfer of site. One is issued 
by Archbishop Theobald of Canterbury, and has been 
dated 1145-1150 by Saltman. The second was issued by 
Bishop Hilary of Chi chester. It seems likely this 
issuing of an indulgence outside his own diocese was 
done on one of the occasions when Hilary was acting for 
~ishop Henry de Blois when Henry vms abroad. Henry ' s 
stay at C1uny in 1149 is the most likely such occasion. 
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slopes of Portsdown, was granted to South~nck on the occasion 
of its foundation. Unfortunately, the charter recording 
this cannot be dated accurately, but seems to be of the last 
quarter of the t\,Telfth century. ( 25 ) 
Boarhunt church, as it stands today, is a tiny two-celled 
aisleless Anglo-Saxon hamlet church, probably of the third 
quarter of the eleventh century.(26) The church is so small, 
and its parish so poor (no additions having been made to the 
church for 800 years, except one small window) that it is 
unlikely that any other church stood on this site, especially 
since the building stone, flint, was quarried from the hillside 
on which the church stands. Boarhunt is then probably the 
original church, an eleventh century foundation; although of 
course it may be older, the present church overlying an earlier, 
wooden one. But that the present one is the first is, perhaps, 
more likely. 
As for Wanstead, we have little evidence. This church 
was granted to Southwick in about 1150-1155, by Richard son of 
Daniel. (27) This charter was confirmed by Robert de Pont de 
l'Arche. Robert was probably confirming in virtue of his 
interests in the Chamberlain-Treasurer's manor of Portchester 
in which manor Wanstead almost certainly fell, and to which 
(25 ) 
(26 ) 
(27) 
H.R.O. IM54/3 f. 76, and see the early confirmations 
H.R.O. lM54/1 f. Ib and 2b. 
N. Pevsner, The Buildings of England: Hampshire (196,7) 
p. 111. 
H.R.O. I M54/1 f. 6b and early confirmations, f. 22, Ib, 3. 
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Robert had some claim.(28) If Wanstead church had been in 
existence earlier, it seems likely that William de Pont de 
l'Arche would have granted it to his new priory together 
with the other two churches he gave, - Portchester itself, 
and Wymering - both of whi ch were churches of the Chamberlain-
Treasurer ' s manoro This is poor evidence, perhaps, but, 
such as it i s , it suggests that Wans tead was founded not 
much before 1150. 
Of these parishes, only Boarhunt is mentioned in 
Domesday, with three manors, totalling 13 hides T.R.E. and 
with a total recorded population of 25.(29 ) The church is 
(28) This is not the place to discuss the early history of 
Southwick Priory in detail. Briefly, a study of the 
early charters of the priory suggests that William de 
Pont de l'Arche, Henry I 's Chamberlain-Treasurer, 
founded the priory, not from his own lands, but from 
the lands attached to his office, in particular, from 
lands of the Chamberlain-Treasurer 's Portchester manor. 
Since William had become Chamberlain-Treasurer in a 
rather underhand manner - the previous Chamberlain-
'Treasurer William Maudui t having left a son, whose 
interests the king overlooked on payment of a handsome 
douceur from Pont de l'Arche - his right to the office 
and lands was not indefeasible. During the Civil War, 
the male descendants of William Mauduit acted as 
Chamberlain-Treasurers for the one side, those of 
walliam de Pont de l'Arche for the other. Control 
over Portchester manor changed with the tides of war. 
The Priory tried to get confirmation charters from the 
Mauduits whenever they were in control, but they were 
only really succesful in getting Mauduit support after 
the War . It was doubtless the unpleasantnesses inherent 
in being a Pont de l'Arche house inside a Mauduit castle 
that caused the Priory to move out to the less emotional 
forest lands. The Southwick documents are of considerable 
interest in enlightening a small corner of Civil War 
history. 
(29 ) Dd . XIb, XVa, XVIIa . 
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mentioned, on the main manor, which contains 90% of the area 
and population of the Domesday parish. Southwick, Wanstead, 
and, probably, Widley, are quite likely to have been part of 
Portchester manor in the time of Domesday. ( 30 ) 
Altogether, the inference is that the area between 
Portsdown and the South Downs was cleared and settled late -
probably in the eleventh century - with the churches being 
founded perhaps a hundred years later, Boarhunt, as the most 
accessible part of the area, being settled first. If this is 
so, the early parochial structure of the region, being uninhabited, 
or nearly so, becomes ef purely academic interest. It is 
possible that the Boarhunt distriot, being the part of the area 
olosest to Fareham, was loosely attaohed to Titchfield parochia, 
but the dominant position of the manor of Portohester throughout 
the forest land would suggest a parochial tie in this direction, 
although no traoes of a mother church now survive from Po,rtchester. 
We may, in short, assume that the Forest of Bere-Portohester was, 
( 30) Dd. lIb. This exceedingly brief entry hides a very 
large royal manor. Later eVidence shows the king in 
control of a oonsiderable area around Portchester, which 
area beoame the Chamberlain-'rreasurer's office manor, 
as mentioned above. The estate was large enough for 
King Edward the Elder to consider it worth while to 
exchange Bishop's Waltham for. (B.M. Add M.S. 15350, 
st. Swithun's Cartulary, f. 65b, 904, printed W. de G. 
Biroh, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 613, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1085, and see up p. 67) . This 
is not the only place where sizeable royal estates are 
entered in Domesday in only the most sketohy of fashions. 
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basically at least, outside the parochia of Titchfield, and 
that the eastern boundary of the parish of Fareham marks, 
basically, the eastern boundary of that parochia, at least 
as far as the crest of Portsdown. 
The area between the sea and Portsdown consists of a 
string of villages on the coast, whose territory run up the 
hill behind. The bounds of these parishes run practically 
parrellel to each other. Clearly the eastern boundary of 
Titchfield parochia between Portsdown and the sea ran between 
two of these villsj the only question is, between which two. 
Considering the importance' of Portchester, and the tenurial 
links between that manor and the Forest of Bere-Portchester, 
a line between Portchester and Fareham is easily the most 
likely. We may assume, therefore, that the eas tern boundary 
of Wickham and Fareham parishes between the Meon and the sea, 
represents, at least r oughly, the original eastern boundary 
of the parochia of Titchfield; although this cannot be considered 
absolutely certain. 
To the south of the parish of Fareham lies a peninsula 
bounded by Portsmouth Harbour, the sea, and the Meon estuary. 
This is, at present , divided into three parts. The western 
half is part of the parish of Titchfield, separated from the 
rest by the estuary of the Meon, and linked with the rest by 
Titchfield bridge. The eastern third, along the shore of 
Portsmouth Harbour, comprises Alverstoke parish. A small 
area in the centre of the peninsula - reaching nei ther to the 
sea, the Harbour,nor the Meon - forms the parish of Rowner, now 
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swallowed up in the suburbs of Gosport. 
The Titchfield part formed the tithing of Crofton and 
it had, in the Middle Ages , its own chapel, ,-,here all parochial 
duties were performed. There can be no doubt that this area 
was always, as today, attached parochially to Titchfield. 
Alvers toke is a parish very definitely looking eastwards 
to Portsmouth Harbour. All the settlements within the parish 
were coastal. The question of its original parochial affiliation 
is a difficult one. Basically it is a problem similar to that 
further north. There is no evidence for a mother church 
anywhere in Portsdown Hundred, the hundred including both 
Alverstoke and the Portchester area. The whole area might or 
might not have been part of Titchfield parochia. If there ever 
had been a Portsdown mother church, Alverstoke parish might 
well have been in its parochia, so much is Alverstoke a 
Portsmouth Harbour, rather than a Me on Valley, parish. If 
there were no such Portsdown mother church, then, presumably, 
it would have fallen into Titchfield parochia. We cannot say. 
old 
Alverstoke was ~N~vr Mins ter manor, although it is not known 
when that house acquired it. Doubtless the parish lost any 
old ties it might have had when it came into Winchester hands. 
It is best, perhaps, to leave the question of Alverstoke open. 
As for Alverstoke, so also, to some extent, for Rowner. 
This tiny parish is scarcely ever mentioned in the ~liddle Ages, 
or, rather, mentions of it that have survived are very few. 
As far as I know, the earliest surviving mention of the church 
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is in the earlies t extant bishop's register, of the end of 
the thirteenth century. It was then, and remained, in the 
hands of the owners of the manor, a lay family. Consequently, 
no medieval charter deposits mention it, not even the scanty 
Titchfield Priory deposits. It lay, however, in Titchfield 
hundred, and may have been in Titohfield parochiaj on the other 
hand, the was te of Chark Common between Titchfield and Rowner 
parishes may mark the original boundary· of the parochia. 
Thus the south-eastern boundary of Titchfield parochia 
cannot be accurately given. Ei ther the shoreline of Portsmouth 
Harbour or the eastern or western boundary of Rowner may 
represent it. With this exception, however, the bounds seem 
to be quite clear. From the sea at Ramble up the River Hamble 
to Curdridge, then east across the forest (most of the way 
taking the line of the Shedfield Brook, a tributary of the 
Ramble) to the I~1e on, again east across the next block of forest 
to the Wallington, then south across Portsdown to the sea. 
This parochia, therefore consisted of a block of land 
about seven miles long by eight deep, stretched between the 
forest of Bere and the sea, and co-terminous (with the possible 
exception of Alverstoke and Rowner, for which evidence is lacking) 
with the Domesday hundreds of Titchfield and Fareham. As with 
the parochia of Eling , this area formed a natural unit, surrounded 
with natural boundaries. Unlike Eling , however, the unity of 
the area did not disappear in the years after Domesday. Apart 
from Fareham, whi ch, as we have seen, was probably divided off 
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from Titchfield at an early date, 95% of this area remained 
dependent on the church of Titchfield until the nineteenth 
century. The great parish of Titchfield, which consisted 
of some sixteen settlements as well as Titchfield itself, 
still covered more than half the area covered by the parochia 
of Titchfield a millenium before, when it was divided up in 
the last quarter of the last century. The secular unity 
was preserved as well. The two hundreds of Titchfield and 
Fareham remained the same size from the time of Domesday to 
the end of the nineteenth century. 
The royal manor of Titchfield, to which the church was 
appurtenant until 1231,(31 ) was large, as we have seen, with 
a market and toll, as well as a major church. Probably the 
hundred of Ti tchfield was attached to it as 1>Tell. A possible 
reason for its anomalous Domesday description as a berewick 
of Meonstoke has been given already. The manor never paid 
geld, and, it seems possible that it was an original night's 
farm district. As such, like Eling, Titchfield shows itself 
as a major church attached to an ancient, major, royal hundredal 
manor. It unfortunately came into religious hands very late, 
and, as we have seen, very little evidence for its internal 
organisation and powers has survived. By 'the time of the 
foundation of Titchfield Priory only the collection of Peter ' s 
Pence by the parish church(32) and the Wykeham pension survived 
(31) Winchester D. & C. Munim. st. Swithuns Cartulary f. 45b, 
printed A. \{ . Goodman, Chartulary of ",inchester Cathedral, 
no. 94. 
,32) B.M. MSS. Loans 29/55 \~ememoratorium de Tychefeld) f. 213b. 
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as even a formal reminder of past greatness. Nonetheless, 
the shape of the parish and the age of the church fabric 
shows that this greatness must once have been very real. 
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OLD SOUTHAMPTON 
The final ancient church in the Southampton Water region 
is mentioned in three pre-Conquest charters. The first of 
these, which can be dated to 990 x 992, is a grant of King. 
Aethelred, by which he gave the manor of Hinton Ampner to a 
church of s t. Peter and All Saints at ' Stoneham' (aet Stanham).(l) 
The second of these charters exists only in an incomplete 
copy, the copyist having failed to reproduce the granting 
clause, and the name of the grantee. The copy appears, however, 
in the Codex Wintoniensis, and the rubric speaks of it as a 
grant to the Old Minster; and this can be accepted as accurate. 
This charter is another gTant by Aethelred, also of 990 x 992, 
of eight hides in loco gui Stanham appellatur aet Westun in quo 
et monasterium situm est.(2) In the third charter, of 1045, 
the Confessor grants to the Old Minster eight hides in Stoneham, 
with appurtenances.(3) The only Stoneham to which it is at all 
likely that these three charters refer is that just to the 
north of Southampton. It is, from the evidence of these three 
charters, clear that this area had an ancient church; 
unfortunately it is very difficult to place this church exactly. 
In order to do so a long discussion on early Southampton is 
(1) H.M. Add M.S. 15350, f. 84b, J.M. Kemble, Codex DiElomati cus, 
no. 712. 
(2) H.M. Add M.S. 15350, f. 85, J.M. Kemble, °E· cit., no. 713. 
(3) H.M. Add M.S. 15350, f. 66, J.M. Kemble , °E· cit., no. 776. 
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needed, how it grew, and how the major manors in the area 
influenced and distorted, perhaps, the history of the area. 
Southampton, like many ancient cities in England , vias 
surrounded, throughout the medieval and early modern periods, 
by an area of extremely complex land-units, whose boundaries 
interlocked and over-lapped in a most bewildering fashion. (4) 
It is possible, however, at Southampton, to unravel this 
complex to some degTee , and to recreate the simpler, pre-Danish 
system that preceded it, when the area was dominated by one 
major royal estate, which broke up into the later more complicated 
system during the tenth century. In this process much valuable 
information can be discovered about the mother church of this 
area. A quick discussion of the complex later territorial 
system would be useful. 
Medieval Southampton occupied the western half of the 
peninsula formed by the confluence of the rivers Test and 
Itchen. This half of the peninsula is higher than the eastern 
half, and defensible. Detailed archaeological work on 
Southapton has shown that the Anglo-Saxon town stood in the 
centre of the later town, a centre which expanded both to the 
north and the s outh, to cover most of the western half of the 
peninsula, as a result of the Norman Conquest. (5) vii thin the 
(4) Many of the very oldest English cities are surrounded 
by a ring of very tiny rural parishes, jurisdictionally 
linked VTith the city in a very confusing way. As well 
as SouthamptOn, Winchester, Canterbury, Lincoln and York 
are good examples. 
(5) L.A. Burgess, The Origins of Southampton (Univ. Leicester 
Dept. Local Hist. Occasional Papers No. 16) (1964 ), 
P.V. Addyman and D.H. Hill, Saxon Southampton, a Review 
of the Evidence (P.P.H.F.C., Vol. XXV)(1968) p. 620 
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walls were a cluster of churches, all of whose parishes, 
except one, were entirely intramural. The exception, All 
Saints, had a parish that extended beyond the walls to cover 
the suburb outside the North Gate (Above-Bar), and a little 
of that outside the Eas t Gate; and it had certain rights over 
the city field lying at Above-Bar.(6) The rest of the city 
fields - covering the low-lying area between the city and the 
Itchen, - formed a separate parish, that of St . Mary. s t. 
~fury ' s church stood alone in the fields about a quarter mile 
away from the city, near the Itchen. For this reason, 
presumably, it was often called s t. Mary Extra Southampton, or, 
more simply, st. Mary Extra. st. Mary Extra was, however, the 
parish church of the whole city - the intramural churches being 
only its chapels, although they were parochial chapels.(7) Even 
the fields of All Saints parish tithed partly to All Saints and 
par~ to st . Mary Extrao(8) Furthermore, only St. Mary Extra 
had a cemetery. (9 ) st. Mary Extra ' s parish, together with the 
parishes of its chapels, covered the whole peninsula. 
(6) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 (st . Denys Cartulary) f. 15, 18 , 20. 
(7) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 (st. Denys Cartulary) f. 76, 77 and 78. 
(8) For the All Saints Tithe, see B.M. Add M. S. 15314 (s t. 
Denys Cartulary) f. 75, 78. 
(9 ) B.M. Add M. S. 15314 (st. Denys Cartulary) f. 76. Familiars 
of st. Denys could be buried within the monastery, but only 
on payment of sepulture to st. Mary ; all other burials were 
to be made at st. Marys . A composition of 1468 (f. 44) 
allowed rectors of st. Cross, Southampton, to be buried 
within that church on payment of sepulture to s t. Mary -
but the privilege was not extended to others. The Friars 
had a burial ground, but it was not to be abused to the 
harm of st. Marys (1382) (B.M. Add M.S. 39969, f. 454) 
(Baigent Papers) . 
A half a mile to the north and separated from the . 
intramural parishes by a strip of Shirley parish, lay 
Southampton Common, about twenty times as large as the 
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intramural city. This area was extra-parochial. A tradition 
menti oned in the Victoria County History says that the city 
bought the common of the then lord of the manor of Shirley, 
in the early thirteenth century. (10) As there is no other 
area that looks as if it could have been the Shire-lea that 
gave Shirley its name, this is quite possible, even if the 
date may be somewhat inaccurate. At all events the Common 
lay neither in st. Mary Extra's parish, nor in those of the 
other neighbouring churches - South Stoneham or Shirley. 
As well as the suburban, peninsular area, st. Mary Extra 
parish included two areas to the east of the ItchenJPeartree 
Green and Weston. They were, for the most part, before the 
nineteenth century, wild heathland, with very little population. 
They were separated by Sholing Common, an exclave of Hound 
parish, the main part of which lay a half mile to the east. 
This area, like Peartree Green and Weston, was wild and 
practically uninhabited. Unfortunately, these three areas 
were so little populated that we know very little about them, 
except their parochial affiliations. We do not even know for 
sure in which manor Sholing Common lay. At all events St. 
Mary Extra parish lay in four parts - the intramural city, with 
(10) VCH Vol. iii, p. 500. 
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its chapels; the city fields west of the Itchen; and the two 
heathy areas on the east of that river. 
The other major parish of the area was South Stoneham. 
This parish covered Portswood on the west bank of the Itchen 
north of the s t. Mary Extra area, Swaythling (where the church 
of South Stoneham stood) further north still, at the lowest 
bridging point of the Itchen, and Bitterne, Tovmhills, 
Shamblehurst, and Allington on the east baru( , north of the St. 
IV"laXy Extra areas of Peartree Green and \lTes ton. Finally, 
detached from the rest of the parish, even further to the north, 
lay Eas tleigh. There was no real village in the parish, but 
hamlets existed at Portswood, Swaythling, Allington,and probably 
at Bi tterne, with further isolated farmsteads at the other places 
mentioned. Most of the parish to the east of the Itchen was 
wood and heathland. 
:r.1anorially the area was dominated in the eleventh and 
l ater centuries by tyro great landowners, each holding one great 
manor. The first, and largest, was the episcopal manor of 
Bitterne. Bitterne manor lay mostly along the eastern shore 
of the Itchen with a few outlying areas on the west. In area 
about half the manor lay in South Stoneham parish, about half 
in the parish of st. l~y Extra. This manor covered Bi tterne 
and Swaythling in South Stoneham parish, and Peartree Green, 
Weston, and the glebe of st. Mary immediately north of the 
chur ch in st. Mary Extra parish. At an earlier date, as vTe 
shall see, this manor also included Portswood in South Stoneham 
parish. The second largest manor was the royal one of 
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Southampton Castle. This manor covered the intramural 
city, and the city fields (except the st. Mary glebelands), 
and, as we shall see, the Shamblehurst area of South 
Stoneham parish. At least after the Conquest, it also 
covered Portswood. This royal estate was often called 
'Kingsland' in early medieval documents. Much of this manor 
was alienated in the twelfth century to the new monastery 
of st. Denys, situated at Portswood. It is interesting to 
note that the episcopal manor included the advowson of St. 
Mary, but the advowson of the intramural chapels went via 
the Kingsland manor to st. Denys, or, in one case, via the 
Kingsland manor to Carisbrooke Priory, in the Isle of Wight.(ll) 
Jurisdictionally, the city courts exercised jurisdiction 
~ 
over the area on the west bank of the Itch~n, including the 
intramural city, the west bank portion of st. Mary Extra 
parish (including the st. Mary glebelands, apparently), 
Southampton Common, and Portswood in S. Stoneham parish. On 
the west bank only Swaythling in South Stoneham parish was 
not justiciable at the city courts. Swaythling, with the 
rest of Bitterne manor - except the St. Mary glebelands -
was jurisdictionally subject to the bishop, as were all the 
Hampshire estates of the bishop of Winchester. Sholing 
Common was also, apparently, justiciable at the bishops court. 
The area was, however, too small to function as a fully-fledged 
(11) For the grant to s t. Denys see Cal. charter Rolls, 
Vol. VIII 336, for st. John, B.M. Egerton 3667 
(Cartulary of Carisbrooke) fo 20. 
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episcopal franchise-hundred. In early times it seems to have 
been attached to the episcopal hundred of Swains tone in the 
Isle of Wight, but this arrangement was altered in t he twelfth 
century for the greater convenience of the inhabitants, who 
were thereafter to plead at the much nearer episcopal court of 
Bishop's vlaltham.(12) In practice, the bishop held courts at 
irregular intervals at Bitterne for these people. The east 
bank portions of St. Mary Extra parish - Peartree Green and 
Weston (but not, apparently, Sholing Common) - "Tere, however, 
also justiciable to the city courts for some matters,(13) in 
o 
particular for matters relating to the ptrt and to navigable 
waters. The exact division of rights and suit of court here 
remains in obscurity, but it would appear that, like the rest 
of Bi tterne manor, this area 1vas mostly justiciable at the 
bishop's private hundred court. The rest of the Southampton 
district, outside both the episcopal franchise hundred area and 
the area justiciable to the city courts, formed the hundred of 
Mansbridge , which met at the bridge of that name over the Itchen 
close to Swaythling, on the edge of the episcopal manor. This 
hundred was an independent one, being neither the private 
(12) A.W. Goodman, Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral, no. 451. 
(13) VCR loco cit. A stone marked the boundaries of 
Southampton port at Rilton, on the seashore a little 
beyond Weston. Portswood had an alderman, ,B.N. Add 
M. S. 15314) (st. Denys Cartulary) (f. 83) but his 
relationship with the mayor was anomalous, the mayor 
requiring him and a jury of villagers to attend his 
twice yearly tourn to vi ew the frankpledge of the district. 
This tourn met at Cuthorn, on the Common, not in the 
usual mayoral court. Probably the areas justiciable to 
the city, but not either the intramural area or the 
fields directly tilled by the citizens, looked to the 
mayor as other villages did to the sheriff. Southampton, 
like some other cities was almost a county in itself. 
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property of a great ecclesiastical franchise holder, nor yet 
under the tight control of a royal reeve from some great 
royal manor. 
When we look at the Anglo-Saxon charter bounds in the 
light of this complex of later boundaries, we can make some 
sense of them. Bounds are given in all three charters. The 
bounds of the first charter are those of Hinton Ampner. The 
bounds of the other two charters are difficult to elucidate, 
despite the work of Forsberg, Burgess, and others.(14) The 
work of Burgess is the most convincing. He shows that both 
charters seem to deal with an area very similar to that of the 
later manor of Bitterne. He shows that Portswood and Swaythling 
on the western bank were definitely within the grant, as was 
Bitterne on the east bank. Other areas were included in the 
grant, but Burgess is unable to detail them exactly from the 
bounds as given. 
The earlier, 992 x 994 charter bounds begin: 
Aerest of Icenan on cyninges mearce on bicanstapol; 
of bicanstapol on waddanstoces. 
The later, 1045, charter has a section reading: 
Of thaere niwan ea andlang mearcae on tha 
lampyttas; of tham lampyttas andlang mearcae 
on waddanstoce. 
Burgess shows that these two sections are identical - the 
'new stream' (niwan ea) being the Itchen, and the cyninges 
(14) L.A. Burgess , The Origins of Southampton (Univ. Leicester 
Dept . Local History Occl. Papers no. 16) (1964) R. Forsberg, 
Nomina Germanica, Vol. IX (1950) p. 216, P.~. Addyman and 
D.H. Hill, Saxon Southampton, a review of the Evidence 
(P.P.H.F.C. Vol. XXV ) (1968). 
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mearce of the one charter and the mearce of the other being 
the same line. He also shows that this section of the bounds 
refers to a line running from half a mile south-west of 
Mansbridge (from a point near Woodmill, where there is now a 
small bridge over the Itchen) roughly south-east for about 
two miles to a point somewhere in the Harefield region. This 
line is identical with the north-eastern boundary of the later 
Bitterne manor. He has also demonstrated the line of the 
north-western boundary of the Angl o-Saxon estate. ~e tw 
boundary descriptions read as follows: 
(from the 992 x 4 charter) 
Upp andlang streames on tha lace; upp andlang 
mearce of eakergeat thanan upp andlang weges 
on Swethaeling ford and feldles gemearce. 
(from the 1045 charter) 
Andlang streames upp on tha lace, of thaere 
lace andlang mearce to aecergeate, of 
aecergeate on holan broc andlang broces on 
Portes Wuda northewyrthan an thone graenen 
weg, andlang straete aest on Swaetheling wylle 
and seo feldles gemearce. 
The similarity of these t wo bounds is obvious, and Burgess 
assumes the weges of the earlier charter to cover the more 
detailed bounds of the later one, and demonstrates that these 
later bounds run from the Itchen just upstream of the present 
Northam bridge roughly north-west to the ~ outh-east corner of 
Southampton Common . This line is the north-eastern boundary 
of the west bank portion of st . Mary Extra parish. From the 
corner of Southampton Common Burgess shows that the bounds run 
along the eastern boundary of that common to its north-east 
corner, and thence east along an old road which is also the 
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South Stoneham parish boundary to Swaythling. He shows 
that the bounds follow this old road as far as Swaythling 
ford, situated just to the north of the present railway 
station at Swaythling, on a tributary of the Itchen known 
as Monks Brook. 
The earlier charter begins at the Itchen at Woodmill 
and ends at Swaythling ford, a half mile north of Woodmill. 
The gap is filled only by the enigmatic feldles gemearce (if . 
that remark is to be read as a boundary). The later charter 
also ends with seo feldles gemearce, but, at the beginning of 
the charter also adds four landmarks to cover the area between 
the Monks Brook and the Itchen, the area, that is, immediately 
to the north of Mans bridge. These four landmarks follow 
the line of the South Stoneham parish boundary. Burgess 
inclines to the belief that the earlier charter omits this 
small area. It seems to me that this very abbreviated earlier 
charter might include this area briefly by the words feldles 
gemearce. If these words do not represent a landmark, then 
it is quite possible that landmarks originally present in the 
charter to cover this area have dropped out. The early charter 
is known only from one late, and obviously mutilated, charter. 
It may well be that a line at the end of the bounds has been 
dropped through faulty copying. It would be very dangerous 
to assume that the earlier charter did not cover this area 
solely on the basis of an apparent lack of landmarks in the 
bounds. After all, the charter as it stands now, most unusually~ 
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does not end with the landmark it began with, prima facie 
evidence for the loss of some landmarks at either the beginning 
or the end. Without further evidence to the contrary, it is 
surely more wise to assume the area of the earlier charter to 
have been identical with that of the later. If this is so, 
then we may plot the northern bounds of the tenth and eleventh 
century episcopal estate with considerable accuracy from near 
Northem Bridge to somewhere near Harefield. These boundaries 
are, on the west bank, those of South Stoneham parish, on the 
east bank, those of the l ater manor of Bitterne. 
Unfortunately, the southern bounds, from Harefield to 
Northam Bridge, remain completely obscure. The landmarks 
named in the 1045 charter for this area are waddanstoce, 
hwi tan stan, and vTichythe. The 992 x 4 charter mentions only 
the first and third of these. The hythe of the third landmark 
must obviously have been on navigable water, and presumably 
on the Itchen, since both charters use the words andlang streames 
to cover the line from wichythe to Northam Bridge 
It is possible that the wichythe lay in fact on the western 
bank, and that the landmarks should be read as coming to a point 
opposite wichythe, and then proceeding upstream. This 
interpretation can be supported from the wording of the 1045 
charter, the operative clause of which read: 
andlang mearce on wichythe aet midne stream; 
andlang streames ••• etc. 
If this interpretation is correct, the site of the present 
vehicular ferry is a likely one. This is immediately adjacent 
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to the archaeologically known site of the original Anglo-
Sax on wic of Southampton, and adjacent, too, to an early 
tidal basin known to have been used as a sheltered hythe for 
shipping. This site, therefore, is a likely one for wichythe. 
This interpretation, in fact, is that assumed to be correct by 
O.G.S. Cra\"ford; and seems the more likely to me as well. (15) 
other possibilities for the site of wichythe are under the walls 
of Clausentum, the modern Bitterne, or at Peartree Green, on the 
eastern bank near the vehicular ferry, where deep water comes 
close inshore to the eastern bank. 
Unfortunately, this is as far as the evidence goes. 
There is only inherent probability to point to the western bank 
near the vehicular ferry, rather than to an east bank site for 
wichythe. If we take this west bank site as the most likely 
for wichythe, then the bounds between Harefield and the Itchen 
would fall very close to the eas tern boundary of the Peartree 
Green portion of s t. J.'vIary Extra parish >"hich is an almost 
straight line between Harefield and the vehicular ferry. It 
has to be admitted, though, that the line from Harefield to 
Bitterne (another possible site) lies almost as close to the 
almost as direct a line which forms the northern boundary of 
the Peartree Green areao In short , we can only say that the 
990 x 992 charter either includes all the main portion of the 
later Bitterne estate, or only that portion of it which lay 
(15) O.G.S. Crawford, Bitterne after the Romans (P.P.H.F.C. 
Vol. XVI ) (1984) and Trinity Chapel and Fair ,P.P.H. F.C.) 
(Vol. XVII) (1949). Crawford ' s views have been 
questioned by P.V. Addyman and D.H. Hill , Saxon Southampton, 
a Review of the evidence (P. P.H.F.C. Vol. XXV ) (1968), but 
t heir views are not convincing. 
in South Stoneham parish, with the balance of probability 
pointing to the first of these alternatives. 
The 990 x 992 charter also includes bounds of Weston. 
The only asoertainab1e landmarks are the first (the Itchen) 
and the last (the sea). However, from the Itchen the bounds 
ran initially in a south-easterly direction. The sauth-
eastern detached portion of St. Mary Extra parish - co~taining 
the pre-suburban ham1~ts of Woo1ston, Weston, and Sho1ing -
fits these slight indications~ The bounds of this area begin 
at the Itohen, just north of the vehioular ferry, and run south-
east for a mile before turning to the north-east. The boundaries 
then run tQ the north and east of Sho1ing before reaching the 
sea at Hi1ton. This area may well originally have been called 
Weston, sinoe today, not only is the seashore portion called 
Weston, but the extreme north-east portion, beyond Sho1ing, is 
oal1ed Westan Common. For these reasons it seems not unlikely 
that this area represents, at least to a large degree, the 
Westun of the 990 x '992 charter. 
The Weston area, as we have seen, seems to have been 
part of Bitterne manor. . If this port:ion of St. Mary's is the 
990 x 992 Westun as seems likely, this would mean that, if we 
assume wichythe to lie at the present vehicular ferry, then 
the Anglo-Saxon estate covered the same area as the later 
Bitterne manor, with the addition of Portswood. That the st. 
Mary glebe1ands were included is made explicit by a note added 
to the bounds in the 1045 oharter. Weston would have been 
given separate bounds as being detached, slightly, from the 
main manor. 
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We have seen that the 1045 charter describes an estate 
basically identical to that of the 990 x 992 charter. The 
Weston area is not, apparently, included in the 1045 charter. 
Domesday, however, records a very small non-episcopal manor 
a t Woolston.(16) The modern Woolston lies on the very edge 
of the Weston part of st. Mary Extra parish. The likelihood 
is that this Domesday manor represents the Weston area. The 
weston area was probably temporarily out of demesne in the 
time of Domesday - a possible explanation for its omission from 
the 1045 charter. In any cas e it is of little consequence. 
Weston was almost certainly episcopal in 990 x 992, almost as 
certainly episcopal later in the Middle Ages, and hence it is 
likely that episcopal control never lapsed here. 
This, however, was definitely not the case at Portswood. 
Both the 990 x 992 and the 1045 charters unequivocally include 
this area in the grant to the Bishop. Yet this area was as 
unequivocally royal in the early twelfth century, when much of 
it was granted by the king to the new monastery of st. Denys.(17) 
Thus the episcopal manor lost Portswood at some date between 
1045 and the early twelfth century. Perhaps the loss is 
connected with the change in status of Bitterne manor in the 
years after Domesday. Throughout I have spoken of Bitterne as 
an episcopal manor. Both Anglo-Saxon grants, however, are 
(16) Dd. XXVa. 
(17) Dugdale Monasticon, Vol. vi, 213. 
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indubitably to the cathedral convent, to st. S,.,rithun's, who 
still held in Domesday. (18) Yet Bitterne was certainly an 
episcopal manor later,pleading at an episcopal hundred, and 
a regular entrant on the episcopal Pipe Rolls, rather than a 
conventual manor pleading to the conventual court. \lIe mow 
the first two Norman Bishops diverted many conventual estates 
to the episcopal mensa, and that this caused considerable 
trouble between the bishops and st. Swithun's for n~ny years, 
leading eventually to a twelfth century restoration of much 
of what had been taken to s t. S",i thun' s. Bitterne never was 
returned. Perhaps - this is no more than a guess - Portswood 
was returned to the King to induce him not to take notice of 
the episcopal diversion of the rest of the estate. At all 
events, Portswood was lost, and became independent of Bitterne, 
both tenurially and juri sdi ctionally. 
Thus, what do these few charters show us? Basically they 
show us that the post-Domesday episcopal estate of Bitterne, and 
the tenth century St. Swithun estate of Stoneham were probably, 
except for Portswood, identical. The King granted the estate 
in 990 x 992 apparently as two units - the main part of the manor, 
and Weston. Since Weston was later, as we have said, a detached 
portion of Bitterne manor, this is natural, and does not imply 
that Weston was jurisdictionally separate from the rest of the 
manor before the grant took place. Indeed, the very small size 
(18) Dd. IXb. 
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of Weston, and its proximity to the rest of the manor makes 
it likely that it was equally part of one manor with Bitterne 
before, as after, 990 x 992. We may, therefore, take 
Bitterne, as a unit, back to the time when the area was in 
royal hands, before the 990 x 992 grant. Since the pos t-
Domesday manor of Bitterne fell, as we have seen, over parish, 
hundred, and other jurisdictional boundaries, in a highly 
complex and confusing fashion, it would be reasonable, prima 
facie, to assume that it was a late creation, built up awkwardly 
of originally separate parcels of land, and that the underlying 
boundaries were anterior to the manor. Bitterne's exi s tence 
as a unit in the tenth centur y, however, makes this conclusion 
seem less likely. 
Bitterne, therefore, before 990 x 992, was in royal hands, 
presumably as part of a royal manor. It is instructive to 
attempt to recreate the original bounds of this royal manor. 
We have seen that it included Bitterne and Portswood in 990 x 992, 
when these areas were given to the Old Minster. Another tvTO 
charters, of 932 and 932 x 939 make it likely that North Stoneham 
was originally part of the same manor. In 932 King Athelstan 
granted land at Stoneham to his minister Alfred, (19) and, from 
the bounds, the area is clearly the same as the present parish 
of N. Stoneham, even, pace Grundy in the north-eas t part of the 
area, for the bounds there fit the present parish boundary far 
(19) B.M. cotton Domit. A. XIV, f. 115, printed E. Edwards, 
Liber l>1onasterii de Hyda (1866) p. 1240 
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better than they do the line he, for no very clear reason, 
favoured about i mile to the south-west.(20) Wi thin the 
next seven years this Alfred bequethed this estate to his 
wife, with reversion to the New Minster.(21) The New Minster 
held in Domesday and to the Dissolution. (22) North Stoneham , 
therefore, as well as Bi tterne, was royal in the tenth century. 
Presumably these two adjacent areas formed one royal estate 
before they were alienated. 
Apart from these two areas, other parcels of land in the 
vicinity were probably originally within this royal manor. 
In Domesday the King is not recorded as holding any land in 
Mansbridge Hundred, except the borough of Southampton. The 
Domesday account of Southampton only mentions purely burghal 
tenants - 76 men paying land-gafol.( 23) It seems, however, 
likely that this Domesday account is misleading - the King 
held more land in Mansbridge in 1086 than just intramural 
Southampton. Royal estates are omitted or dismissed in a bare 
line or two in other parts of the Hampshire Domesday, as at 
Portchester, so the omission of this royal land from Domesday 
is not in itself t~o surprising. 
The description of the manor of Stoneham (the later 
Bitterne) in Domesday includes a reference to the tithes of 
(20) G.B. Grundy, The Saxon Land Charters of Hampshire 
(Archaeological Tournal 2nd Ser. Vol. XXXIV (1927) p. 242. 
(21) w. de G. Birch, Liber vitae (Hants. Recd. Soc. 1842) p. 221, 
E. Edwards , Liber Monastern de Hyda (1866) p. 132. 
(22) W. Xllb, VCH Vol. iii, p. 47. 
(23) Dd. XXXa. 
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the King's Land - terra regis.l24) These tithes were worth 
20/-, the same amount as the tithes of the Winchester estate. 
It is unlikely that intramural Southampton - as we have seen 
the only land ascribed to the King in this area in Domesday -
could hage produced so large an amount of tithe. In general, 
indeed, urban areas, without much in the way of fields, did 
not produce any substantial amount of tithe. This reference, 
therefore, makes it likely that the Domesday terra regis was 
larger than just Southampton city. It is possible that 
Portswood had already been lost by the episcopal/conventual 
manor; but this smallish piece of ground by itself would 
probably not have generated enough tithe. In fact a close 
examination of Domesday reveals two areas in this district that 
do not appear to be included in Domesday at all. It would 
appear to be a safe assumption that these unrecorded areas were 
part of the Domesday terra regis. 
These two areas were in South Stoneham parish. Three 
manors are recorded in Domesday whi ch lie within the modern 
parish. One of these was Bitterne, already discussed. Another 
was Eastleigh, (25) clearly the detached portion of the parish 
lying to the north-west of the main part of the parish, across 
the Itchen. The third was Allington.(26) . Allington lies on 
(24) Dd. IXb. 
(25) Dd. XXIVa . 
( 26) Dd. XXIIIa. 
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the northern edge of the main part of the parish. It is 
good soil, better than much of the parish, and already had 
a reasonably large population in Domesday. The manor 
continued in the hands of the Alis family, the Domesday 
holders, until recent times. It is extremely likely that 
the medieval and post-medieval Alis manor was identical with 
the Domesday Alis manor. This medieval and later manor 
covered the fertile north-west third of the main part of the 
parish only. The centre part of the main part of the parish, 
between Bitterne to the south and Allington to the north, 
later formed the manors of Townhill and Shamblehurst. Little 
is known of these manors before the thirteenth century, when 
they were held in chief by rather unimportant laymen. They 
were not, in Domesday, part of Bitterne, which we may confidently 
confine within its 990 x 992 and 1046 bounds; neither it would 
appear, were they part of Allington. The only remaining 
likelihood is that they were terra regis. 
Townhill and Shamblehurst together form an area about 
twice as large as Bitterne. Since much of this area, however, 
was barren heath and wood, it, together with the city, could be 
expected to produce about as much tithe as the more fertile 
Bitterne. 
The terra regis of Domesday, then, if added to the successive 
alienations of North Stoneham and Bitterne, give us an original 
area for the royal manor comprising the city parishes, st. Mary 
Extra parish, and North Stoneham parish, complete, plus all of 
South Stoneham parish except Eastleigh and Allington. \fJhether 
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any other land was earlier included cannot now be said. The 
temptation to add Eastleigh and Allington in S. Stoneham 
parish; Netley and Sholing Common in Hound parish; and the 
extra-parochial area of Southampton Common is strong, but we 
have no evidence to enable us to do so. 
It is with this great royal estate - almost completely 
disintegrated by the mid tenth century - that we shall deal 
from now on, rather than the confusing and irrelevant modern 
and medieval estates and parishes. 
It is interesting to discuss the question of where the 
early administrative centre of this great estate was, and to 
say something on the vexed question of the origins of Southampton. 
We know from the Hodoeporicon Willibaldi that Southampton was 
a centre for merchants in the seventh century,( 27) and from 
archaeology that it was a larger and more flourishing town at 
that date than any other so far uncovered in England . (28) The 
seventh century town was not situated within the area of the 
later city of Southampton, but a half a mile to the east, the 
site being under what were, from late Anglo-Saxon times to the 
early nineteenth century, open fields on the flat lands by the 
Itchen. Because of the -open nature of the site much of the 
area has been excavated. The excavations show that the seventh 
(27) C.H. Talbot, The Anglo-Saxon Missionaries in Germany 
(1954) (trans. of the Hodoeporicorn Willibaldi ) p. 157. 
( 28) O.G.S. Crawford, Southampton (Antiquity, Vol. XVI ) (1942), 
Bi tterne after the Romans , P.P.H.F.C.) (Vol. XVI) (1944) 
P.V. Addyman and D.H. Hill, Saxon Southampton, a Review of 
the Evidence (P.P.H.F.C.) (Vol. XXV) (1968). 
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century town was truly urban, with a network of some half a 
dozen streets lined with buildings rather than with gardens 
or fields. These streets were narrow, and were linked by 
cross streets and lanes, although the plan of these cross 
streets is much less clearly known. This town was not fortified. 
It had, as far as present excavations show, no strikingly large 
buildings; nothing of the Yeavering type that would suggest 
that this was the site of the administrative centre of a large 
royal manor. The town ran down to a sheltered, muddy creek, 
ideal for the beaching of seventh century longships. In 
various places within the tOvm were small workshops for various 
crafts. All in all seventh century Southampton is entirely 
what one might expect - very similar to what we know of its 
contemporaries vlijk-bij-Durestad and Quentavic, and to the 
slightly later Viking towns in Scandinavia. This town flourished 
~ 
for about 225 years, to about 900, t hen entred a period of rapid 
f\ 
decline. By 970 the old town seems to have died completely. 
There can be little doubt that this was due to the change of 
site from the old settlement to the site of medieval and modern 
Southampton, or at least to the central part of that area - the 
anglo-saxon town doubling in size, as we have said, as a result 
of the Norman Conquest. Equally, there can be little doubt 
as to why the change of site took place. Old Southampton was 
unfortified and probably unfortifiable, lying as it did in the 
fl at water meadows by the river. In the period of the Danish 
invasions some form of defence close at hand must have been an 
essential. 
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It may well have been that the tidal creek at Old 
Southampton was also beginning to silt up at this time, or 
else changes in ship-design made these shallow waters less 
desirable. An increase in draught seems to have been the 
main factor behind the change of site at Dorestad a little 
earlier. (29) But while this may have been a contributory 
factor here, defence must have been the prime one. 
Thirty-three ships companies were defeated by Ealdorman 
Wulfheard with great slaughter at Southampton in 840. (30) 
This is the last mention of Southampton by name in the Chronicle 
records of Danish raids before 980, when a horde arrived here, 
as did another in 994. But the raids of 860 (which devastated 
Winchester) and 897 (which affected the south coast of Wessex 
and the Isle of Wight) must have passed close to, and quite 
possibly through southampton.(31 ) Indeed, the 897 battle may 
well have been fought at Southampton. The Chronicle gives a 
very circumstantial description of this battle, which was won 
by the English ships being able to bottle the Danish ships up 
in a harbour from which they could only escape by breaking 
through the English line. The usual site given is Foole 
Harbour, but the lower reaches of the river Itchen are equally 
(29) J. Brondsted, The Vikings (1960) p. 47. 
(30) Anglo-Saxon Chronicle sub anno 837. 
(31) Anglo-Saxon Chronicle sub annis. 
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likely - the ships vlOuld have been unable to flee inland away 
from an English fleet lying either across the mouth of the 
Itchen, or across Southampton "'ater. I ,ndeed, there is one 
small clue in the Chronicle which inight be read as pointing 
more to Southampton than to Poole. This is that the English 
ships were beached some on the one side of the channel, some 
distance away on the other. This does not fit Poole very well, 
but does fit the river mouth at Southampton. As we shall see, . 
to have an English fleet divided on both banks would be only 
natural, as the royal estate and consequent support for the 
ships, was similarly divided between the tvlO banks. The coin 
series from the Southampton excavations can be read as supporting 
this. The decade 890-900 is represented at Southampton by just 
one coin, the fewest for any decade between 680 and 940, with 
the single exception of 770-780, which is als o represented by 
just one coin.(32) This may well mean that the decade 890-900 
was one of exceptional difficulty for Southampton. Anyway, 
whether this is so or not, there can be no doubt that the 897 
raid came, at the least, uncomfortably close to the town. The 
raids of 870-1, 878, and 895 also all came within fifteen miles 
of the town, and may have come even closer than that. 
As at Wijk-bij-Durestad Southampton may have endured one 
or two raids with equanimity and resilience, but the six raids 
in 60 years, especially the four betvTeen 870 and 897, and above 
P.V. Addyman and D.H. Hill, Saxon Southampton, a Review of 
the Evidence (P.P.H.F.C.) (Vol. XXV) (1968). 
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all the 897 raid, if it was a Southampton one, must have 
been a maj or cause of the change to a defensible site. The 
date of the change - the first couple of decades in the tenth 
century - certainly seems significant. The 980 Southampton 
raid may well have destroyed what little was left of Old 
Southampton - we know it was a violent one.(33) 
A desire for defence, then, is the most likely reas on 
for the ninth-tenth century change of site; a desire to live 
permanently within walls. But to live entirely undefended 
would have been dangerous and unlikely even in the period before 
the Danes came. The question arises,then, where was the 
nearest fortified place to Old Southampton before the change 
of site; or, to put it another way, where was that royal hall 
and estate centre which archaeology has failed to locate at 
Old Southampton itself? The Burghal Hidage gives us some 
clues as to the likely answer. This document, of the first 
decade of the tenth century, but probably describing conditions 
20 or 25 years earlier, gives a list of the pla ces defensible agai~ 
the Danes. The list also includes, after the mention of the 
defencible place, or burg , a statement of the amount of land 
which was ascribed, in some way, to the burg. It is clear 
that the amount of land so ascribed depended, at least roughly, 
(33) The (0) account reads 
'In the same year Southampton was ravaged 
by a pirate host and most of the citizens 
slain or taken prisoner'. 
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on the size of the fortifications, or, to be more exact, the 
length of the fortifications. The burgs with the longer 
fortifications had larger areas of land ascribed to them. 
Where the relationship can be checked - where the burg was an 
old Roman fortification, such as Chichester or Portchester, or 
where the ninth century fortifications survive, as at Wareham 
- the relationship is about 1 hide of ascribed land for every 
five feet of f ortificati on. (34) This relationship is not, of 
course, exact, varying from 4t to 6 feet per hide; but 5 feet 
seems about the average. v1e can use this relationship to 
discover something about the fortifications of the Southampton 
of the Burghal Hidage. 
The Burghal Hidage does not, unfortunately, mention 
Southampton separately, but combines it with Winchester, g~ving 
the combined towns 2,400 hides of land between them.(35) This 
is a not uncommon practice in the Burghal Hidage, Oxford and 
Wallingford, Buckingham and Sceaftelege, and Eashing and Southmark 
being similarly combinedo The combining of these burgs together 
probably implies they ,,,ere combined mili tarily - perhaps under 
one Ealdorman's control. The question arises as to how much 
of these 2,400 hides went to the fortifications of Southampton. 
(34) The walls of Chichester are approximately 8500 feet long, 
it has 1,500 hides ascribed to it, representing about 
5t feet per hide. \'lareham has fortifications of about 
8000 feet. I t has 1600 ascribed hides - exactly 5 feet 
per hide. Portchester's fortificati ons are approximately 
3200 feet, its 650 hides being a small fraction less than 
5 feet per hide. The consonance of these and the other 
ascertainable relationships is too great to ascribe them 
to coincidence. 
(35) F.W. Maitland, Domesday Book & Beyond (1897) (1960 ed., p. 577). 
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The burg of Winchester is certainly the walled Roman city. 
The Roman fortifications of Winches ter, and presumably, 
therefore, the fortifications of the Burghal Hidage burg, were 
about 10,000 feet long. Taking the average fortication/hidage 
relationship mentioned above, we get 2,000 hides as the amount 
of land needed for the walls of Winches ter. Even if we take 
the upper figure of 6 feet per hide, this still requires 1666 
hides. Southampton, then, must have had only 400 hides ascribed 
to it, if we take the average figure, or 734 if we take the 
maximum figure. The average figure would imply 2,000 feet of 
fortifications, the higher between 3670 and 4400 feet. The 
average figure would give fortifications half the size of 
Portchester, or about the same size as Christchurch (Twyneham), 
the maximum fortifications about the same size as Portchester. 
No matter how inexact these figures are, there can be little 
doubt that the Burghal Hidage burg of Southampton was small -
much smaller than the urban burgs like Winchester, Chichester, 
or Wareham. 
It is unlikely that this burg was on the site of modern 
Southampton. Through the work of Burgess we know quite a lot 
about late Saxon Southampton. Its walls were some 6750 feet 
long; requiring, on Burghal Hidage averages, about 1350 hides 
nearly double the maximum possible figure we can allow Burghal 
Hidage Southampton to have. Furthermore, the Burghal Hidage 
refers to a period when the move from Old to New Southampton had 
scarcely, if at all, begun. It seems, therefore, most likely 
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that the Burghal Hidage burg was the old royal estate centre 
we have postulated as probably existing somewhere not too 
far from Old Southampton in the pre-Danish period. This 
centre is most likely to have been small, as being, for the 
most part, solely an estate centre requiring fortifications 
only intermittently, during times of war. Burgess thinks a 
small hill just to the north of the late Anglo-Saxon town of 
(new) Southampton - partly occupied later by the Norman castle 
- is the site of the Burghal Hidage burg.(36) This is unlikely. 
As Addyman and Hill point out, such a burg would be totally 
different from all other known Sax on burgs.(37) Further, 
extensive archaeological excavations at Southampton Castle have 
disclosed no traces of any fortifications older than those of the 
Castle. 
We do have, however, in Bitterne , exactly one mile from 
the centre of Old Southampton, an obvious candidate . Bitterne 
is built within a pronounced bend of the Itchen. Its position , 
in fact, gave it its modern name, which comes from byht-aern -
barn on a (river) bend.(38) This site was used by the Romans 
for their Saxon shore fort of Clausentum. The defences of this 
fort, as far as we know' of them, were rudimentary - just a ditch 
(37) 
(38) 
L.A. Burgess, The Origins of Southampton (Univ. Leicester 
Occasional Papers no. (6) (1964) Mr. Burgess also uses 
the Burghal Hidage relati onships to deduce a small size 
for the defences at Southampton at that time. 
P.V. Addyman and D.H. Hill, Saxon Southampton, a Review 
of the Evidence (P.P.H.F.C. Vol. XXV) (1968). 
B.O.E. Ekwall, Concise Oxford Dictionary of Place Names 
(1960) sub Bitterne. 
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and a wall cutting across the neck of the peninsula, with a 
bridge across the ditch leading to a gate through the wall. 
The shallow, muddy shore was doubtless used for the beaching 
of ships, although no traces of quays or any permanent hard 
standing survive. The shoreline did not need much defending, 
for, while its thick, clinging mud might have been ideal for 
beaching ships, it must have been a very difficult terrain to 
fight on or from. 
The wall of Bitterne seems to have been about 1,500 feet 
long. v.Te have postulated walls for the Burghal Hidage burg 
of Southampton of something over 2,000 feet. Bitterne fits 
this very well - as we might expect, the land ascribed is a 
fraction larger than the wall itself would have needed, to 
provide a small surplus to look after the naturally protected 
shore. Further~the Roman walls were certainly s till s tanding, 
ready to be used, as they were used at vlinchester, Portchester, 
or Chichester. Indeed, fragments of the wall survived to the 
eighteenth century. (39) There can be little doubt that this 
place, so similar to other burgs, fitting so closely to the expected 
fortification length, and so close to Old Southampton, is the 
one referred to in the Burghal Hidage as Hamtuna. The Burghal 
Hidage burg at Christchurch (Twyneham) is almost identical with 
Bitterne. It consisted of a rampart and ditch just about 2,000 
feet long, cutting across the neck of land between the Avon and Stour. 
(39) O.G. S. Crawford, Bi tterne after the Romans (P.P.H.F.C. 
Vol . XVI ) (1944). 
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The Burghal Hidage refers , as we have seen, to a period 
when the shift of site of Southampton had scarcely, if at all, 
begun. We have postulated a pre-Danish royal - and presumably 
therefore fortified centre near Southampton, since there seems 
to hav~ been none in Old Southampton itself. The inference 
that the burg and the older centre were one and the same is 
an obvious one; but what actual evidence is there that this is, 
in fact, a correct inference? The best evidence we could 
have is unfortunately lacking. Bitterne was an early site for 
speculative slum construction, and no scientific archaeological 
excavations seem ever to have taken place there. There is, 
however, a little rather dubious etymological evidence. The 
early Anglo-Saxon names of Old Southampton are Hamwih and Hamtun. 
On the continent it is occasionally the case that -wic place 
names represent trading stations outside - usually small -
fortified r oyal or comital centres. Pirenne thought that this 
the case, at least in Flanders and Frisia. This dichotomy 
was not ubiquitous on the continent, and many historians have 
doubted that it was ever found in England. But perhaps a 
special case can be made for Southampton. Firstly, it is the 
only sizeable early Saxon mart not built within the walls of a 
Roman town. The other places referred to by Bede or other 
early writers in terms that suggest urban life are London, 
Canterbury, and York. Hence it much more resembles Pirenne 's 
Flemish towns than anywhere else in England. Secondly, there 
is nowhere else in England where the ~ and -tun elements are 
used apparently interchangeable. Thirdly, the form Hamwih 
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disappears completely as soon as the change of site takes 
place, and, lastly, the Hamtun form appears over-whelmingly 
in royal associations - Hamtunscire not Ham,rihscire for the 
county; in the Chronicle; on most of the coins; and in the 
Burghal Hidage - while the Hamwih form i s the form used when 
the mercantile aspect alone is in mind. Hence the Pirenne 
-wic -port thesis is perhaps more likely to have existed in 
Southampton than elsewhere in England. If so, then Bitterne, 
the Burghal Hidage Hamtuna,may be assumed to have played - tun 
to the mercantile -wih for the preceding 200 years. When a 
new, defensible Southampton grew up, and Hamtun-Bitterne was 
physically separated from the mercantile city, the dichotomy 
disappeared and mercantile and what was left of royal interests 
would both have become centred on the new town, which in 
consequence took over the more prestigious, royal name. 
It i s , then, likely that Bi tterne was the royal centre 
serving mercantile Old Southampton. If it was, then the 
change of site 50 years after the period when the Burghal 
Hidage was compiled makes sense. This change of site must 
imply that the burg of the Burghal Hidage was inadequate, 
otherwise the town would not have needed to move. Bi tterne 
was close at hand, but separated from Old Southampton by the 
Itchen. Its defences would have been out of reach to the 
inhabitants in the event of a surprise s ea-borne attack. Since 
this was the Danish speciality, the inadequacies of their burg 
must have been very obvious to the inhabitants of Hamwih . 
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Indeed, even if the inhabitants had managed to reach Bitterne, 
the defence of a muddy, shallow shore would be less useful 
against the Danes than other enemies. Before the Danes the 
defences at Bitterne must have been more useful to a population 
that, as merchants, must have had boats, and against an enemy 
that on most occasions must have come by land and fought on land. 
Bitterne, then, was almost certainly Hamtun. It seems 
likely, however, that it '-{as also called Stoneham. It v,as, as 
we have seen, called Stoneham v,hen the area was granted to the 
bishop in 990.(40) Although the area ceded to the bishop 
included the site of the modern church of South Stoneham, it is 
clear that the centre of the area granted was Bi tterne, as the 
post Domesday name of the manor would suggest. Indeed, it is 
unlikely that either North Stoneham or South Stoneham ",ould 
have been called Stoneham if they had not been portions of a 
larger unit so named. Both parishes are predominantly composed 
of deep, alluvial, stoneless soil; and a less apposite name 
than Stone-ham is difficult to imagine. Bi tterne, hmvever, 
enclosed in its stone-built walls, is another matter. Another 
fact leading to the same conclusion is that both North and South 
Stoneham are exclusively ecclesiastical, parochial names. 
(40) B.r-i. Add M.S. 15350 f. 85, J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus 
no. 713~ The identification of the place called ad Lapidem 
by Bede in his account of the conquest of the Isle of Wight, 
with Stoneham is probably inaccurate. (Ecclesiastical 
History of the English People sub anno 686, ed. B. Colgrave 
& R.A.B. Mynors, p. 383). Stone, in Fawley parish, the 
si te of a Roman and later ferry to "light, on the peninsula 
between the River otter and Southampton Water, vIi th its 
only access down the defendable Roman road, in the heart 
of the Jutish kingdom ,Stoneham is outside it), is almost 
certainly the place. Thus we cannot use the reference in 
Bede to push the use of the name Stoneham back to the 
seventh century. 
There is no village adjaoent to North Stoneham ohuroh, and 
apparently never has been, the population being rather 
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scattered here. There is a small village near South Stoneham 
ohuroh, but it is oalled Swaythling, not South Stoneham. 
Again, the obvious inferenoe is that these two areas are so 
oalled beoause they were out at some stage from a larger land-
unit oalled Stoneham. 
Before prooeeding any further and talking of the mother 
churoh whioh stood in the area, it would be useful to reoapitulate 
the main arguments of this long exoursus. We have seen that the 
Southampton area, although it had very little signs of royal 
presenoe in Domesday, had yet had a large royal manor some two 
hundred years before. We have seen that the bounds of this 
estate oan be drawn to some degree, and that it inoluded both 
North and (most of) South Stoneham as well as the oity. We 
have seen that the meroantile tOvm was undefended, and was not 
the administrative oentre of this royal estate. The estate 
oentre probably stood on the other side of the Itohen, at Bitterne. 
We have seen that this administrative oentre was oalled Hamtun, 
but that the whole estate was oalled Stoneham. The essential 
faots are two - that the whole region formed an early unit, and 
that this unit was oentred on the lower Itohen "valley on both 
banks of the river. 
This long exoursus has been neoessary before we oan talk 
of the mother ohuroh of this area. We know there was one, for 
three early oharters, as has been said, mention it. But these 
mentions are suoh that, without this exoursus, it would be 
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There is no village adjacent to North Stoneham church, and 
apparently never has been, the population being rather 
scattered here. There is a small village near South Stoneham 
church, but it is called Swaythling, not South Stoneham. 
Again, the obvious inference is that these two areas are so 
called because they were cut at some stage from a larger land-
unit called Stoneham. 
Before proceeding any further and talking of the mother 
church which stood in the area, it would be useful to recapitulate 
the main arguments of this long excursus. We have seen that the 
Southampton area, although it had very little signs of royal 
presence in Domesday, had yet had a large royal manor some two 
hundred years before. We have seen that the bounds of this 
estate can be drawn to some degree, and that it included both 
North and (most of) South Stoneham as well as the city. We 
have seen that the mercantile tovm was undefended, and was not 
the administrative centre of this royal estate. The estate 
centre probably stood on the other side of the Itchen, at Bitterne. 
We have seen that this administrative centre was called Hamtun, 
but that the whole estate was called Stoneham. The essential 
facts are two - that the vlhole region formed an early unit, and 
that this unit was centred on the lower Itchen valley on both 
banks of the river. 
This long excursus has been necessary before we can talk 
of the mother church of this area. We know there was one, for 
three early charters, as has been said, mention it. But these 
mentions are such that, without this excursus, it would be 
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difficult or impossible to locate it accurately. The three charter 
descriptions run as follows. The first, a charter of lung 
Aethelred of 990 x 992 granted 
aliquantulam ruris portionem; id est, X mansas, 
Domino, Sanctoque Petro, necnon Omnibus Sanctis, 
quibus dedicata est aecclesia aet Stanham, 
aeterna tribuo largitione, in loco qui noto 
nomine Heantun vocitatur.(41) 
The second, of similar date, grants to the Old Minster, 
Quandam partitiunculam cuiusdam ruris, octo 
scilicet mansas, in loco qui Stanham appellatur 
aet Westun, in quo et monasterium situm est.(42) 
The third, of King Edward, of 1045, also to the Old Minster is 
a grant of eight hides at Stanham. The bounds are basically 
the same as those of the Aethelred charter, but at the end of 
them is added the following group of apparently disconnected notes. 
And thaet mynster aet Wic and seo hid thae 
thaerto litho And vi aeceras. And se iggath 
aet Portesbricge. And healfe saewaere. And 
se mylnstede aet Mannaes-brycge.(43) 
Aethelredls charters seems to imply that the church mentioned 
in them stood at Stoneham. In fact, the second of these charters 
seems at first glance to place it quite sharply, for the most 
immedi ate translation of the phrase mentioning the church is la 
certain portion of rural land in Stoneham, assessed at eight 
hides, and lying at Wes ton, where the minst~r is. I This would 
(41) B.M. Add M. S. 15350 (St. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 846, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex DiElomaticus, no. 712. 
(42) B.M. Add M.S. 15350, f. 85, J.M. Kemble, 0]2. cit., no. 713. 
(43) B.M. Add }i.S. 15350, f. 66, J .M. Kemble, 0]2. ci t. , no. 776. 
place the mother church to the south-east of Southampton, 
across the Itchen. 
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However, as we have seen already, this charter has bounds 
divided into two parts. The first and main part describes the 
bounds of the later manor of Bitterne. 'Ihe second part 
describes the bounds of Weston, an area of land very close to, 
but detached from, Bitterne. This area was generally held with 
Bitterne, but, since it was physically detached from it, it was 
described separately in the bounds. Since this is so, it is 
fair to assume that it is equally separate in the body of the 
charter, and that the first part of the above phrase should be 
translated la certain portion of rural land, which is assessed at 
eigh t hides, and w'hi ch li es partly in Stoneham, and partly in 
Weston. I This being so, then the last phrase of the original 
sentence must bear a different grammatical relationship to the 
rest of the sentence than the obvious one implied in the first 
translation. There it was assumed that the central phrase 
(quandam ruris parti tiunculam cuiusdam ruris, octo scilicet mansas) 
was followed by a series of adjectival phrases successively 
describing the partitiunculam, and that, therefore, the minster 
was at 1veston, which was a part of Stoneham, which waS the 
partitiunculam. If, however, in loco qui Stanham appellatur and 
aet Westun bear an equal relationship grammatically to partitiunculam, 
then, grammatically, in quo et monasterium situm est loses its 
dependence on aet Westun. It might as well depend on in loco gui 
Stanham appellatur, or even directly on partitiunculam. In 
short, the double bounds lead one to translate the sentence as 
though it read: 
Quandam partitiunculam cuiusdam ruris, octo 
scilic et mansas, in loco qui Stanham appellatur; 
(in loco qui) aet Westun (appellatur); (et 
in illo loco) in quo et monasterium situm est. 
Since it seems, therefore, unlikely that the second 
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Aethelred charter refers to a church at Wes ton, we may assume 
that it refers to the same church, as the other Ae thelred 
charter. If so, then it must be that this church stood at 
stanham. We have seen, however, that Stoneham was used as 
a name for the whole royal estate the centre of vlhich was 
Hamtun, or Bi tterne. As such, it is essential not to limit 
our search to the two later parish churches of North and 
South Stoneham. The church of Stanham must be read as the 
church belonging to the estate of that name. As such, the 
most likely sites for it are the royal estate centre, Hamtun, 
and the mercantile centre, Hamwih. 
Of these two sites, Bitterne did, apparently, have a 
church or chapel of some sort during the Middle Ages but very 
li ttle is lmown of it. (44) It is in the last degree unlikely 
that this place was any more than the chapel attached to the 
Bishop ' s House here. It functioned only as the manorial chapel, 
serving the Bishop ' s familia. Probably its position in regard 
to the parish church was similar to the other episcopal palace 
chapels in the district - Wolvesey , Farnham, Merdon , Wal tham, and 
(44) O.G.S. Crawford, Bitterne after the Romans (P.P.H.F.C. 
Vol. XVI ) (1944). 
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Swains ton. It is unlikely that it was much older or more 
independent than they; or that it was the original mother 
church. 
Old Southampton, however, has a pronounced candidate for 
the title. As we have mentioned, a short distance to the east 
of medieval Southampton lay the church of st. Mary Extra, the 
parish church of the city. More significantly, the church 
stands in the very centre of what used t o be Hamwih. In fact, 
it and its graveyard stand immediately adjacent to what had been 
the quay of that town. This church, from its very site, must 
be old - older than the change of site of Southampton. Although 
at Hamwih it seems very likely that it was the church of Hamtun. 
as well, the church, that is to say, of the whole estate of 
stanham. s t. Mary ' s, in short, is the most likely candidate 
for the church mentioned in the two Aethelred charters. 
The immediate argument against this is the dedication to 
st. Peter and All Saints given in the first Aethelred charter, 
for st. Mary ' s has borne that dedication from at least the 
\:\-\It" be..ert Ic.n ~Iclfth century.(45) However, there was no church in the area 
dedicated to st. Peter in the sixteenth century, and the only 
one then dedicated to All Saints was within the walls of 
Southampton, and a chapel of s t. Mary's. Clearly, some church 
has changed its dedication, and st. Mary's is the most likely, 
even though the change of dedication must have been very early. 
(45) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 (st. Denys Cartulary) f. 761~ 
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The identification of st. Mary ' s with the church of the 
two Aethelred charters is supported by the 1045 charter. The 
disconnected notes at the end of the bounds in this charter -
leaving aside for a moment the mention of the mynster and its 
glebe - all refer to plots of land or rights of income detached 
from the main body of the grant. The bounds of the main 
portion of the estate, as we have seen, run down the Itchen 
from Portswood to the sea. Se iggath aet Portesbricge was 
probably the small islet that existed in the nineteenth century 
off Bitterne, or else some small patch of tidal pasture off 
Portswood. Since it lay in mid stream it was not clearly 
within the bounds, and so made a separate mention useful. 
Again, thehealfe saewaere (half the sea-weed) must refer to 
some right to collect this product from the sea-shore, not an 
area clearly belonging to a riparian landlord. Finally, since 
the bounds run down the centre of the stream, se mylnstede aet 
Mannaesbrycge needed special mention, for the medieval mill at 
Mansbridge probably stood on the same site as the modern one, 
that is, on an island in mid-stream. The obvious inference is 
that the minster at Wic and its glebeland were also detached 
from the main body of the manor. Both Bitterne and South 
Stoneham are within the main part of the manbr; st. Mary Extra 
is across the Itchen, detached from the rest of the manor and 
surrounded by its glebe. The charter calls it thaet mynster aet 
Wic, and this Wic is almost certainly the wic of Hamwih, and the 
same wic t hat, as we have seen, is mentioned earlier in the 
bounds in the phrase on wichythe aet midne stream. Thus , all 
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three charters have to be seen in the context of the slow 
disintegration of the r oyal estate here, and so, despite 
appearances to the contrary, all three early charters probably 
refer to s t. Mary Extra when they speak of minsters. 
This conclusion is strengthened by the Domesday evidence. 
Under the Saint Swithun 's manor of Stoneham - this being the 
later manor of Bitterne - we read: 
Hujus manerii ecclesiam t~net Richerius clericus 
cum duabus aliis aecclesi~s juxta Hantone quae 
ad hanc aecclesiam matrem pertinent: et ibi 
adjacet .i. hida terrae: et omnes decimas ejusdem 
villae et etiam de terra regis. Valet .xx. 
solidos; quod de episcopo tenet. Quod de rege 
.xx. s olidos.(46) 
We have already seen that the terra regis is probably Portswood 
and the central part of South Stoneham. The real interest of 
the Domesday entry lies in the words ad hanc aecclesiam matrem 
adjacet •• omnes decimas ejusdem villae. Throughout the ~liddle 
Ages only st. Mary's held t he ecclesiastical income from the 
city, as a string of disputes show. It is extremely likely that 
this was the case in 1087 as well. If this is so, then. only 
st. Mary ' s can be hujus manerii ecclesiam. If st . Mary 's was 
hujus manerii ecclesiam in 1087, then it is likely to have been 
so earlier, and the conclusion that it was the church of the 
original r oyal estate is strengthened. The one hide of glebe 
mentioned in Domesday ties up very well with the phrase of King 
Edward ' s charter thaet mynster aet Wic and seo hid thae thaerto 
(46) Dd. IXb. 
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li the Both Domesday and the Ed,,,ardian charter mention one 
hide as the amount of glebe. 
,,\ 
Thts we have an ancient church at Southampton, a church 
called mynster by the Saxons, and matrem ecclesiam by the 
Normans. The immediate question is, '''hen was it founded? On 
numismatic and archaeological evidence the town of Hamwih was 
founded in about 680 or a little before. On the same evidence, 
the sw~h to the new site began in about 900 or a little later. 
The church must, therefore, have been founded between these two 
dates. On the whole, perhaps, a date in the period of the 
raids - 840-897 - is unlikely. So also, perhaps is a very 
early date. 
Within the area of Old Southampton (Hamwih) excavations 
have uncovered five early cemeteries outside the churchyard 
area of st. Mary
'
s.(47) All of these cemeteries were small. 
One is of but one grave of a child of six ,,,eeks, and may , 
perhaps, be discounted. Of the other four, two are extremely 
close together, and seem likely to have been parts of one 
graveyard , rather than separate ones. A third site is also 
quite close and may also have formed part of one graveyard with 
the other two. The final group of burials, about eleven 
interments in all, lies about 150 yards north of the other three. 
Owing to the early date of the excavation of so~e of these grave 
si tes it is difficult now to pinpoint their sites, which is why 
(47) P.Y. Addyman and D.H. Hill , Saxon Southampton a RevievT of 
the Evidence (P.P.H.F.C. Vol. XXV) (1968). 
163 
it is not possible now to be certain of whether or not these 
graves were originally in one field or not. Of the two 
sites that were discovered in the last century, we know little 
more than that the graves contained grave-goods of glass and 
silver. Presumably, therefore, some at least of the burials 
here were pagan. The more recent discoveries are of oriented 
graves, without grave-goods, often in planked coffins. 
Presumably, therefore, these burials were of Christians. All 
these burial areas seem to have gone out of use early in the 
town's history; one having a later house built on top of a 
number of burials, the site of another being badly damaged by 
a number of eighth and ninth century cesspits dug through it. 
The likely date for the functioning of these cemeteries is 
from the foundation of the town to about 730-750. Probably 
a few years elapsed between the closing of the burial areas 
and their desecration with cesspits in the later part of the 
eighth century. 
The close grouping of these burial areas is significant. 
So is their position. They all lie in the northern area of 
the town, away from the harbour. It is true that their sites 
were later built on, but further north there was never much 
building. We do not know a great deal about the street plan 
of Hamwih, but it seems clear that two main roads lead to it, 
one from Winchester, and one from Redbridge. These two roads 
are probably represented by the modern Houndwell Lane, and St. 
Mary's Street. Both of these have all the characteristics of 
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very old routes, incut into the soil and totally ignoring 
later Southampton and its fields. These two streets meet 
at a point about two thirds of the way between the original 
harbour of Hamwih and the northernmost limit of the built up 
area of that town. All tha burial areas mentioned were 
discovered in the third of the town beyond the meeting of these 
two streets. The obvious explanation is that Hamwih was 
founded in about 680 near the harbour, and the two streets ran 
to what was then the northern edge of the built up area, 
doubtless running into the main north-south street of the town. 
The area to the north, across Houndwell Lane , outside the 
urban area, was left as a cemetery. During the next fifty 
years three or four areas vrithin this large cemetery were put 
to use, but the density of graves was nowhere very high, and 
much vacant space was left for the future. Then, in about 
730 or a little later something happened which resulted in the 
closure of the cemetery, and, after a short pause, allowed the 
urban area to extend across the site of the erstwhile cemetery. 
The obvious reason for the closure of this cemetery in the 
northern part of the t01VIl vlOuld be the opening of St . Mary 's 
and its graveyard near the harbour. Most of the old cemetery's 
burials seem to have been of Christians, implying that the 
townsfolk as a whole were. Once a churchyard was consecrated 
for them, they would obviously use it. Hence a date somewhen 
in the second quarter of the eighth century seems a likely one 
for the f oundation of st. Mary's. This, however, can only be 
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proved by excavations within the churchyard there. Why, if 
this dating is accepted, the new church was not built in the 
old graveyard is difficult to say. Perhaps the pagan burials 
were considered as polluting it; perhaps it was never planned 
to be more than a temporary graveyard. After all, a church 
as large as s t. Mary 's must have taken some time to build -
perhaps even decades - and the cemetery at the new church 
could not have been used before consecration. If a decision 
to build a church at Hamwih had been taken at the date when 
the town there was founded, or when it began to become important, 
and an area set aside for a temporary graveyard for use until 
the new site was consecrated , and if that decision was followed 
by say twenty years when nothing was done (not unlikely in 
view of the almost non-stop local wars of the period), and if 
a twenty year period then followed for the actual building , 
then we come close to the date we have seen as the most likely 
for the beginning of the use of s t. Mary 's - the second 
quarter of the eighth century. On the whole, however, the 
dates 725-750 seem the most reasonable for the completion of 
the actual building, 680-720 the most reasonable for the first 
foundation. 
st. Mary's, then, is an ancient church. As with the 
other ancient churches of this area, its parochia can, to some 
degree, be reconstructed. The parochia of St. Mary Extra 
probably originally filled the gap between the parochie of 
Eling and Bishop ' s Waltham. Apart from the three pre-Conquest 
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charters discussed already, there is no important document 
relating to this church earlier than the last decades of 
the twelfth century. There survive from this period a 
number of documents relating to various disputes, a tribute, 
perhaps, to the qualities of Philip de Lucy, who was, at that 
time, precentor of St . Mary ' s. These disputes show us 
clearly that, at that date, St. Mary 's was the mother church 
of all the churches of the city of Southampton, and of that 
of South Stoneham. 
The dependency of South Stoneham is shown clearly in 
two late twelfth century charters, one of Roger AIis, the 
lord of the manor of Allington in the parish of South Stoneham,(48 ) 
the other of Precentor de Lucy.(49 ) The charter of Roger Alis 
grants Ramble Priory all the tithe from his demesne meadows 
in Allington . Presumably there was a dispute as to the 
legality of this proceding between Alis, the owner of the 
estate, and St. Mary ' s, as the mother church. At any event 
the Precentor issued a second charter allowing the alienation, 
but only at the price of a pension to st . Mary ' s in lieu. 
Furthermore, the precentor stipulated that all the tithes of 
any other land that Ramble might later come to own in the 
parish of South Stoneham should always pertain to the church 
of South Stoneham. These two charters show us quite clearly 
the superiority enjoyed in the late twelfth century by st. 
(48) W.C.M. 1066lA. 
(49) W.C.M. 10662. 
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Mary's over the parish of South Stoneham; a superiority large 
enough to make st. Mary ' s capable of distributing the South 
Stoneham tithes without reference, apparently to either bishop 
or incumbent of South stoneham.(50) 
The superiority of st. Mary ' s over the city churches is 
even more clearly shown in the late twelfth century. At this 
date the precentor frequently styled himself Rector ecclesie de 
suthampton,(51 ) thus clearly implying that all the other 
churches of Southampton were subordinate to him. There ,,,ere 
many churches and chapels in or close to the walled city of 
Southampton. There were five parochial chapels - later parish 
churches in their own right - All Saints, st . ~llchael, Holy 
(50) A.W . Goodman, The Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral 
(1927) no. 212a is the episcopal establishment of a 
vicarage in S.outh Stoneham in 1249. The document 
specifically mentions the consent of the precentor of 
st . Mary. This also shows the power of St . Mary. 
A similar viev! was taken by precentor Dr. Allen in the 
first quarter of the sixteenth century. He had been 
in dispute with st. Denys over the status of Holy 
Trinity and s t. Andrew Chapels. Eventually he withdrew 
his suit, as he said in a letter to the prior. 
' In good fay the after I had funde ~n the 
bl~boke of the chaunterschipe t~o 
thinges most notabull her~~enseuiyng I 
left the sute and hade no mor corage 
(refrangante consti tia) to folo the same 
etc. Th ' one was a composicion reall 
wherby it well appearyd that the sayd ii 
chappellys stode vTYthin my parysch in like 
maner (in, sed non de) as the other foure 
wi thin the wallys, of the vTyche all say I 
schalle not have oblacions nor ye t prime 
tithes but all other maner tithys excepte 
.tyth fisshe and pyggs (B.M. Add M. S. 15314 
(Cartulary of st. Denys) f. 78b). 
(51) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 (Cartulary of St. Denys) f. 77b. 
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Rood, St. La1"rence, and s t. John. In addition, the Hospital 
of st . Ju1ian, adjacent to the south-east gate of the city, 
the chapel of the Friar's Minor, and the chapel of st . Mary-
upon-Eastgate also probably had public masses. In addition 
to these public churches, there were the private chapels, 
st . George in the Castle , and one in Holy Rood parish and 
one in s t. Michae1s parish. Outside the walls there were, 
to the north, the leper hospital of st . MaryMagda1ene , and, . 
on the far northern edge of the parish, near the Common, the 
chapel of St. Mary-on-Bevois-Mount, which may have been 
public. The monks of St . Denys had a chapel at their grange 
in Northam. Finally, a few hundred yards to the east of St. 
Mary's, stood the t wo chapels of st . Andrew, and Holy Trinity 
and st . Mary Graces. Thus the precentor's claim, implied in 
his chosen title, covered some 16 places of worship apart 
from hi s mm church. This claim was made explicit in a 
statement of suerela by the precentor, also of the late 
t\-lelfth century, which said: 
Phil1ipus de Lucy, rector ecclesie de Hampton' 
dicit quod, cum villa de Suthampton sit infra 
limites parochie sue de dicta ecclesia 
constitute et homines in eadem villa domicilia 
habentes, seu negociaciones exercentes, in hoc 
parochiani sui debeant de jure c.ommuni censeri. (52) 
This claim is elaborated in a series of concords of the 
precentorship of Philip de LuCy,(53) which ended various 
(52) B.M. Add M. S. 15314, f. 77b. 
(53) B.M. Add M.S . 15314, f. 76-77, W.C.M. 10661-2. Within 
the same series of disputes are probably to be placed 
those dealt with in B.H. Add M.S. 15314, f. 43 
(precentorship of Stephen of Rheims) and f. 75 
(precentorship of Roger). 
disputes between St. Mary's and the monastery of st . Denys. 
St. Denys held all the churches and chapels mentioned except 
the private chapels, the Hospital of s t. Julian, the Friar 's 
Chapel, and s t. JOhn's. These concords show that, firstly, 
none of the st. Denys churches had other than very restricted 
rights of burial. Priests serving the chapels could be 
buried in them, as could the lepers at the Hospital. Servants 
of St. Denys could be buried at st . Denys (on payment of 
mortuaries to st. Mary1s). Some burials took place in the 
cemetery attached to Holy Trinity and st . Mary Graces chapel, 
(st. Andrew 's stood, apparently in the same cemetery), but 
whose , and under what composition is not known. Holy Rood 
church, at its rebuilding on a new site in the fourteenth 
century, was given a cemetery but few people were allowed to 
use it. (54) It had had no cemetery before the change of 
site. Apart from these small exceptions, the only people 
who were legally to be buried in the intra-mural chapels were 
persons dying in houses of ill-fame. 
buried at St. Mary 's. 
All others were to be 
Other disputes and concords of the same precentorship 
show us how the tithes of the city were divided between s t. 
Mary 's and its capelle parochiales. By this distribution the 
capelle parochiales received the tithe of fish, and of pigs 
kept within the walls. The church of All Saints, in addition, 
(54) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 ,st. Denys Cartulary) f. 44bo 
I' 
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received the tithe of two windmills that stood within the 
parish. All other tithes went to St. Mary ' s.(55) 
The inferiority of these city churches was further 
marked by formal processions of their clergy and people to 
s t. V~ry ' s on Ascension Day , and on the feasts of the Assumption 
(presumably as the feast of the Dedication), and s t. Leger. 
In fact, in 1225, in a final concord issued in connection 
with a disput e on this duty, the chaplains of the city churches 
agreed, in addition, to swear, in the rural deanery chapter, 
obedience and indemnity to s t. Mary 's as their mother church. 
The concord orders that: 
communis processio ville de Suth ' veniet ad 
ecclesiam Sanct e Marie de Suth' die Ascensionis 
Domini, cum capellanis, crucibus, et vexillis; 
die vero Assumptionis Beate Marie , et die Sancti 
Le odegarii, veniet cum crucibus et vexillis. 
Singuli et capellani ministrantes in capellis 
Sancti Michaelis , Sancte Crucis , Sancti 
Laurencii, Omnium Sanctorum, Sancte Trinitatis, 
et Sancti Andree iurabunt in capitulo rurali 
fidelitatem dicte Sancte Marie ecclesie de 
conservanda indempnitat e et honore fupsius 
ecclesie; indempnitate quidem super decimis et 
legatis consuetis et obvencionibus et sepulturis 
mortuorum consuetis, ad matricem ecclesiam 
pertinent ibus .(56 ) 
An entry in Stratford ' s register shows that these oaths were 
still being sworn and the processions still taking place late 
in the 1320S.(57) However, by the early sixteenth century 
(55) 
(56) 
(57) 
B.M. Add M.S. 15314, f. 75b, 77a. 
B.M. Add M.S. 15314, f. 76b. 
Reg. Stratford , f. 129b, (taken from B.M. Add M. S. 39969 
f. 402) (Baigent Papers). 
it was said, by t he precentor of the time that 
the sayd chaplans schulde make manuall 
obedyens unto the chauntor for the tyme 
being withoughte any corporall ooth.(58) 
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which seems to show that a slight relaxation of the original 
demand had occurred by then. That the oath swearing and 
processions lasted so long, however, is a sign of the extent 
of the power enjoyed by st. Mary ' s over the city churches in 
the twelfth century. 
One of the city churches, St. John's, is not mentioned 
in these documents. This is because the disputes in the 
course of which the documents were issued were between s t. 
Mary ' s and st. Denys Priory , which had the advowson of the 
other city churches. st. John ' s was held by Carisbrooke 
Priory in the Isle of Wight. In view of the explicit 
statement of Philip de Lucy, that the city of Southampton 
was within his parish, and in view of a confirmation charter 
of Carisbrooke in which St. John's is called capella in 
contradistinction to the bulk of the Carisbrooke churches, 
there called ecclesia,(59) there can be little doubt that 
St. John's, like the .other intramural churches, was, at least 
originally, subordinate to s t. Mary's. It certainly does 
not seem to have ever had a cemetery. Like the other 
(58) B.M. Add M.S. 15314, f. 78b. 
(59) B.M. Egerton 3667 (Cartulary of Carisbrooke) (f. 29b), 
a charter of Bishop Peter des Rockes, However 2 
other early chartera in the same Cartulary - f. 20a 
(King Henry 11), f. 30a (Pope Alexander Ill/ IV) - both 
speak of st. John as Ecclesia. 
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intramural parishes, its dead were carried to St. Mary ' s for 
burial. 
st. Mary ' s, then, received the sepulture and most of 
the tithe of the city and suburban churches and chapels, and 
its rights to these were bolstered by formal acts, and oaths 
by the incumbent chaplains. It did not, however, hold the 
advowsons, which were held, as we have seen, by s t. Denys and 
Carisbrooke. Nor did it receive the oblations of the churches, 
which went to the chaplains serving them. In fact, an early 
sixteenth century precentor of st . Mary ' s, writing to the 
Prior of s t. Denys about the status of the chapels of Holy 
Trinity and s t. Andrew ' s speaks of the s t. Denys churches as 
being in, sed non de his parish. (60) Despite the fact that 
the advowsons were not st . Mary 's, however, there can be no 
doubt that Southampton town always had been, as Philip de Lucy 
claimed , infra limites parochie sue de dicta ecclesia cons titute. 
As we have seen, it is likely that North Stoneham was 
originally part of a major royal manor of Stoneham , centred 
on Bitterne/Old Southampton . As such,it doubtless fell within 
the parochia of st . Mary ' s, the church of that manor. Indeed , 
this could have been deduced anyway, for South Stoneham parish, 
as we have seen a dependent of s t. Mary 's, with its detached 
portion of Eastleigh , almost surrounds North Stoneham parish. 
There survives no firm evidence of such original subordinati on 
(60) B.M. Add M. S. 15314 ( s t. Denys Cartulary) f. 78b. 
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here, however, doubtless because the long tenure by the New 
Minster would have been likely to have lead to greater 
independence for their manorial church. 
North Stoneham, therefore, shows only a few hypothetical, 
cartographical, links with s t. Mary Extra. The other parishes 
in the area, however, do not have even these tenuous links. 
The church of Nursling, on the far west of the area, adjacent 
to the river Test, had belonged to the Bishop from at least 
Since at that date the Bishop did not yet own st. 
Mary's, we may assume that any original ties of inferiority 
Nursling may have shown would have been removed before the 
grant of st. Mary's. Certainly no evidence of dependence has 
survived to the present day. The other parishes of this part 
of the area - Millbrook and Shirley (probably originally only 
one vill), North Baddesley, and Chq.worth, as \"ell as Nursling, 
all appear as independent parishes when they first appear in 
the records. 
North Baddesley church and Chilworth church are both 
first mentioned in Domesday.(62) This part of Mansbridge 
Hundred was originally very densely forested and slightly 
inhabited. We shall see that, in other areas, these peripheral, 
areas were often only loosely attached to the mother church. 
(61) B.M. Add M.S. 15350 (Cartulary of st. Swithuns) f. 113, 
printed W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 544, 
J.G. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1063. 
(62) Dd. XXa, XXib. 
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Bounds in such areas were not ab-rays clearly marked. In 
practice, the scanty population of these districts must have 
gone to whichever church they found convenient, their legal 
mother church having few effective ties on them. In fact, 
in a similar district in the Isle of Wight, such a peripheral 
area claimed legal extra-parochiality in the twelfth century, 
on the grounds of long custom. (63) In such an area, ,,,hen a 
church was eventually founded, it would be unlikely to have 
stronger ties to the mother church than the population had 
had earlier. We may assume that something of the sort 
happened at North Baddesley and Chilworth. These two parishes 
were probably never more than theoretically under any mother 
church. 
As for Millbrook and Shirley, these may originally have 
been dependent on s t. Mary ' s, but no evidence survives. The 
two parishes, originally one, were alienated by the king in 
the tenth ,century as one piece of land. (64) They may well 
have formed part of one estate with the Stoneham area 
discussed already before they were alienated. The alienation 
(63) B. M. Egerton 3667 (Cartulary of Christchurch) f. 22b 
(1114) see below, p. 
B.M. Cotton Charters VIII 12. B.M. Add M. S. 15350 
(St. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 63, 78. J. M. Kemble , 
Codex Diplomaticus, no. 450. W. de G. Birch, 
Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 926. Two grants of land 
in 1045, both at Millbrook, probably represent Millbrook 
and Shirley. ~ B.M. Cotton Charters VIII 9, B.M. Add 
M.S. 15350, f. 78, 79, J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, 
no. 781 for the first. The second charter is not 
printed.) Shirley church is mentioned in Dornesday 
(Dd. XIXb). Millbrook church is first menti oned early 
in the tvlelfth century. (B.M. Add M. S. 291436, (St. 
Swithuns Cartulary), f. 26, Winchester, D. & C. Munim. 
St. Swithuns Cartulary f. 1, printed A.W. Goodman, 
Chartulary of \vinchester Cathedral (1927) no. 1). I 
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was made before that of Stoneham to the bishop, and was made 
to a layman. It may well be that any inferiority to st . 
Mary 's disappeared at the time of this grant. 
On the east, the Test divides the hundred of Mansbridge 
from that of Redbridge , which, as we have seen, formed the 
parochia of Eling. Even if the parishes of the western half 
of ~~sbridge hundred, ~tillbrook , Shirley, North Baddesley, 
Chilworth, and, out of the hundred, Nursling , had ever been 
subordinate to st . Mary 's it is certain nothing further west 
could have been. The western boundary of the parochia of Old 
Southampton , therefore, lay either along t he Test, or somewhere 
between the Test and the city. Geographically and in every 
other way a boundary on the Test would seem the more likely. 
The northern boundary of the parochia of st . Mary 's 
presumably took the same line as the present northern boundary 
of the parishes of South and North Stoneham. To the north 
of this the parishes lie in the great Chilcombe estate, and, 
as such, seem to have been parochially, as well as tenurially, 
dependent on the Old Minster from a very early date.(65) 
On the s'outh-west of the parish of South Stoneham lies 
that area of dubious boundaries in the area of the modern 
parishes of Hound, Ramble , Bursledon and Botley, which has 
already been discussed under Bishop's Waltham, and it is clear 
that no final and accurat e boundary drawing can be done in this 
(65) See below p. 'l.SD s~, 
I: 
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area. As we have seen, Botley may well have formed part 
of Bishop's Waltham parochia for the geographical reason 
that it lies between Bishop's vial tham itself and the 
important s outhern part of the parochia around Hamble and 
Bursledon; and at least the eastern, Hound, portion of Hound 
parish may have done so as well, for very similar reas ons. 
The western, Netley , half of Hound parish may have been subject 
to Old Southampton, as there are no geographical reasons to 
suggest otherwise. At all events the boundary between Old 
Southampton and Bishop's ival tham parochie mus t have lain 
somewhere across the wild heathl and of the Itchen-Hamble 
watershed. If the parochie boundary was not exactly the same 
as the boundary between the later manors of Netley on the one 
hand and Hound and Botley on the other then it cannot have 
been far distant . Perhaps, in this heathland area, as in 
the forest area, bounds at an early date were not very precise. 
St . Mary ' s was, as we have seen, very closely connected 
with the manor of Stoneham. This manor had covered a very 
large area at an early date. Not only were the city and 
North and South Stoneham originally part s, but so, perhaps, 
were also I~llbrook and Shirley. The manor at this date, 
before the successive tenth century alienations, covered more 
than half the hundred. This being so, it seems very likely 
that the original manor, like the manors of Eling and Waltham , 
was a manor around which the hundred had been formed, and to 
which, probably, the hundred was originally appurtenant. The 
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hundred did not, however , form part of the grant to the 
bishop, but remained in the King ' s hands. In this original 
connection with a great hundredal manor, st. Mary's follows 
the pattern of the other churches we have been discussing. 
Unlike the other churches we have discussed so far, however, 
st . Mary 's stands a long way from the site of the hundred 
court, \"hich was to the north, at Mansbridge . Presumably 
the divergance here was due to the pull of the urban population 
to the south. Similar divergences, however, appear at other 
places in Hampshire . In Broughton (Thorngate) hundred, to 
the north-west of Southampton, the hundred court met in 
Broughton village; but the mother church lay some miles to 
the south, in the village of Mottisfont. 
In its later vleal th, its original royal advowson and 
its connection with a royal hundred, however, st. Mary 's is 
very similar, not only to the other churches discussed already, 
but also to the other old churches of the county. 
st . Mary 's, however, does have one feature which 
differenti ates it sharply from the other mother churches in 
the county. Whatever the original circumstances had been, 
by the eleventh century only tvlO mother churches in Hampshire 
retained traces of community or corporate life. These two 
were Christchurch (which will be discussed later) and st . 
Mary 's. The evidence for community life at st . Mary ' s is 
not as clear as that for community life at Christchurch, but 
is quite clear nevertheless. 
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B~tween 1189 and 1199 Stephen of Rheims, precentor of 
st. Mary ' s, confirmed an arrangement made "Then he was parisius 
(S I v) .fo." \ 1/..(\ I:.e 66 
in scolam moram by clerici mei de Hampton. ( ) In about 
,A J~ 
1200, when Philip de Lucy was precentor, he issued a charter 
in the name of: 
Phillipus de Lucy custos ecolesie Sancte !l1arie 
deSpuhamt ' et clerici ibidem ad obsequium 
eiusdem ecclesie constituti.(67) 
In 1258 a dispute was joined between the priory of St. Denys 
and dominum Rogerum custodem ecclesie Sancte Marie de Sutht' 
et capellanos et clericos eiusdem ecclesie.(68) About the 
same time a description of certain property in the common fields 
of Southampton mentions a strip belonging to clerici ecclesie 
Sancte M. Sutht,.(69) Clearly, there was a permanent group 
of priests at st. Mary's below the precentor. This, indeed, 
one could have assumed as all the early precent9rs known were 
very high ranking episcopal or diocesan officers; often highly 
educa ted and frequently close relatives of the bishop. As 
such the precentors could rarely have been resident. Unfortunately 
we know little of the internal constitution of twelfth century 
. 
st. Mary ' so \ . If the Blak~Boke of the Chaunterscht!pe ment~oned 
in the early sixteenth century had survived "Te might know more; 
(66) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 (st. Denys Cartulary) f. 43. 
(67) W.C.M. no. 10662. 
(68) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 f. 75b. 
(69) B.M. Add M.S. 15314 f. 13b. 
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we know it contained copies of at least two early ch~ters.( 70) 
This corporate life is rarely recorded in the twelfth 
century; it probably survived here because st. Mary ' s was 
that rare thing, a mother church that remained secular, in 
the bishop's hands, rather than being appropriated t o a 
, 
, . 
relg10us house. This corporate life was probably of considerable 
A 
age. Bet"Teen 990 and 992 King Aethelred gave St. Mary 
(described as the church of st. Peter and All Saints at 
Stoneham) the manor of Hinton Ampner near vlinchester, some 
t wenty miles away. It is highly unlikely that this gift 
would have been made to a simple one or two priest church, 
no matter how old: St. Mary ' s must have had some s ort of 
monasterium at that date.( 7l ) Hinton Ampner is described 
as episcopal in Domesday, but a mention is made of a manor 
of Hinton belonging to s t. Mary ' s in the f ourt eenth century. (72) 
Probably the thirteenth century precentor, chaplains and clerks 
of st. Mary ' s are a survival from very early times indeed. 
Perhaps the continuing importance of Southampton town helped 
the community life here to survive. It is interesting that 
Christchurch, the other clear case of community life surviving 
to the twelfth century in Hampshire is in the only other 
(70) B.M. Add M.S . 15314 f. 78b. 
(71) B.M. Add M.S . 15350 (Cartulary of St. Swithuns ) f. 886 
J.M. Kemble , Codex Diplomaticus, no. 712. 
(7 2) B.M. Add M.S. 39969 (Baigent Papers) f. 475. 
I ~ 
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Hampshire Anglo-Saxon borough apart from Winchester. St. 
Mary 's must have been a rich and powerful church; excavations 
in its graveyard might produce very interesting results. 
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CHRISTCHURCH 
There can be little doubt that the church at 
Christchurch, the Anglo-Saxon Twyneham, was an ancient one. 
The oanons of Christohuroh were holding about seven and a 
half hides in ohief in Domesday, in and around the borough of 
Twyneham.~l) Their seven and a half hides were later part 
of tae estates of the Austin oanons of Christohuroh. However, 
the Domesday canons were not, of course, the same as these 
later regulars. The Domesday canons were a oommunity of 
seoular clerks. They were regularised - apparently quite 
amioably - in the middle twelfth oentury, by the efforts of 
Earl Baldwin de Redvers, Bishop Henry de Blois of winchester, 
and Bishop Hilary of Chiohester.(2) Domesday shows that the 
oanons had held these lands in the time of King EXlward. The 
Cartulary of Ohristchurch l:'riory (the regular oommuni ty) 
inolades three Anglo-Saxon oharters that push the dooumentary 
history of these seoular canons back to the middle tenth oentury. 
We may, perhaps, however, infer that the Domesday secular 
oommunity was a stray survivor of those bodies of canons that, 
we are told, were originally to be found at eve.ry mother ohurch. 
In the Cartulary of Christohurch Priory there is a tract 
entitled de antiquitate fundaoionis.(3) It is datable. It 
(1) Dd. XIVb. 
(2) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. l3b, l4b, (Cartulary of 
Christohurch) and see also B. Ferrey, E.W. Brayley, 1'1:!! 
Antiquities of the Priory of Christchuroh, Hunts. 
(3) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 30b, Printed \in a poor 
copy) in B. Ferrey, E.W. Brayley, Ope oit., Appendix, p. 10. 
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is written in somewhat obscure Latin, and is difficult in 
places to read, owing to damage caused by the cotton fire, 
and consists of a detailed account of the times of Deans 
Godric, Rannulph Flamlilard, Gilbert de Dousgunels, and Peter 
de Oglander of Christchurch, that is, from about 1085 to 
about 1130. There is no mention in the tract of the 
transformation of the church to a house of regular canons, 
which took place in about 1150. It describes, however, a 
number of events that are unlikely to have been remembered 
for long after, such as the story of the treasure taken from 
the church by Rannulph Flambard when he was Dean, and its 
restoration to the five surviving canons when he was replaced 
as Dean by Gilbert de Dousgunels, on the accession of Henry I, 
when Ranmulph fell from royal favour. There is a note, 
apparently added to the end of the tract, of the accession 
as Dean and later consecration as Bishop of Chichester of 
Hilary (1141). Just before the note about Hilary the treatise 
contains a statement about the disgraceful behaviour of Dean 
Peter de Oglander's olerks on that Dean's death which includes 
the remark: 
Hec ita gesta sequens Randulphus indiscussa et 
indeterminata et sub iudici~ ; futuri .examine 
P01Uta. 
This remark, which seems Originally to have been intended to 
end the work, is unlikely to have been made except reasonably 
close in time to the events it discusaes. It strongly 
suggests that the disgraceful behaviour complained of had not 
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been set right, so oompelling the writer to appeal to the 
judgement of the future. De antigui tate fundaoionis seems 
most likely, therefore, to be a document of the early or middle 
twelfth century. If so, it is presumably a document of the 
time of the seoular clerks, written to perpetuate the memory 
of the struggles the church had passed through at the turn of 
the century, conneoted mainly wi th the tenure of the church 
by Rannulph F1ambard, written, again presumably, as the traot 
itself says, when the peGp1e who remembered the struggle had 
begun to grow old. Its preservatien is probably due to the 
evidence it affords of oertain paroohial rights enjoyed by the 
ohurch in the days of the secular oanons. It is interesting 
to see that the tract is contained in the Cartulary in a 
section comprising a series of notes and memoranda on the 
parochial rights of the church. Perhaps the amicable regularisation 
also lead the new regular canons te preserve this account of the 
struggles of their seoular predesoessors for the rights of 
the ohurch. 
The description in the tract of the church of 1050-1100 
can, therefore, be taken as a more or less accurate one, 
especially in its general statements and attitudes, although a 
striot insistence on all the details given in the traot might 
be foolish. 
The Cartulary gives us some clues to the date of the 
church. It desoribes, for instanoe, in one place, the Ang1o-
Saxon church that was pulled down by Rannulph F1ambard to make 
tl 
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to see that the tract is oontained in the Cartulary in a 
section comprising a series of notes and memoranda on the 
paroohial rights of the church. Perhaps the amicable regularisation 11 
also lead the mew regular oanons to preserve this acoount of the 
struggles of their seoular predesoessors for the rights of 
the church. 
The description in the tract of the church of 1050-1100 
can, therefore, be taken as a more or less accurate one, 
especially in its general statements and attitudes, although a 
strict insistence on all the details given in the tract might 
be foolish. 
The Cartulary gives us some clues to the date of the 
church. It desoribes, for instance, in one place, the Anglo-
Saxon church that was pulled down by Rannulph Flambard to make 
\ 
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way for the large and sumptuous church that still, to a large 
exten t, remains. 
Fregit vera episcopus illius loci primitivam 
ecclesiam novemque alias que infra cimiterium 
steterant cum quorumdam domibus canonioorum 
prope locum ecclesie cimi terii. t f. ?,ov) 
From this desoription it is clear that tme 'primitive church 
of the place' was a complex. This church oomplex is similar 
to what is foubd at other extremely early churches - Whitby, 
for example, and Canterbury. We can say that if Twyneham did 
consist of a number of small churches within one enclosure, 
then this, in itself, would point to a very early date for 
its foundation. 
More trustworthy evidence, perhaps, is afforded by the 
three Anglo-Saxon charters contained in the Cartulary. These 
have already been mentioned in passing. None of these 
charters were issued to Christchurch eo nomine. The oldest 
oharters are of 956 and 985, and in both cases the beneficiary 
is called Wulfric. Four charters were issued in 956 to 
beneficiaries called Wulfric. One is described as minister, a 
second proceres, the third princeps, and the fourth venator. 
The charter in the Christohurch Ca~tulary is the one addressed 
to the huntsman. (4) It seems unlikely tQat the huntsman was 
the same as the benefioiary of the other three charters. It 
is unlikely that this Wulfric, venator, was directly connected 
with Christohuroh. It is possible to speoulate that this 
(4) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, fo 21b Printed W. de G. Birch, 
Cartularium Saxonioum, 968, J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticue 
458. 
\1 
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huntsman was connected with the New Forest (or its predescessor 
forest) and left these lands to the ohuroh most olosely 
connected with the forest. 
The 985 benefioiary, also oalled Wulfric, is desoribed 
as sacerdos.(5) It is quite possible that this beneficiary 
was connected with Christchurch, perhaps was the Dean of the 
time; but the charter itself does not say. 
'lhe third charter, of 1053, was issued to one Lutrise 
(probably a corruption of Leofric), who is described as a 
faithful minister of the king.(6) This man may also have 
been connected with Christohurch, although the charter itself 
gives us no clue. 
EVen if these charters were not issued directly to 
Ohristchurch, it is unlikely that there was a very long delay 
between the issuing of the charter and the grant of the estates 
to that church. At the least these charters are prima facie 
evidence for the existence of the church from the tenth century. 
These Cartulary copies are inaccurate. They are so 
inaccurate, in faot, that of the two eharters referring to 
Hampshire estates (the 985 and 1053 charters), one has been 
considered spurious and the other suspeot by experts in the 
field of Anglo-Saxon diplomatio. As appears so very often 
to be the case, however, it is very diffioult to see on 
(5) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi at f. 22b, Kemble, Ope cit., 647. 
(6) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 28a, Kemble, Ope cit., 798. 
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what grounds these doubts have been based. The four estates 
covered by the charters are all extremely small and insignificant 
- so much so that it is extremely difficult to locate them at 
all. The 985 charter refers to estates called Borstealle, 
Haestandic, and Cnollam. Borstealle is presumably the Domesday 
Christchurch It bide estate of Bortel.(7 ) After Domesday it 
is mentioned again in a thirteenth century charter as Borstal, 
and that charter seems to speak of it as near the Av~>n, in 
Sopley parish. (8) Ekwall has identified the Cnollam of the 
985 charters as Knole, in Kent, but this is most unlikely. (9) 
Two thirteenth century charters speak of a Cnollam and a la 
Knolle somewhere in Christchurch parish. (10) The second of 
these tW0 charters describes la Knolle as being in le Portefeld 
de Christi Ecclesie. It is possible that this place is the 
modern st. Catherine ' s Hill, just north of Christchurch, between 
the Avon and the stour. It is probably this small place, 
rather than Knole in Kent, which is the estate of the Anglo-
Saxon charter. The third estate - Haestandic - I cannot locate . 
at all, but it was probably as small as the other two, and in 
the same general area. 
The 1053 charter deals with a half hide estate at 
Bageslucesleia. This is presumably the Domesday Christohurch 
( 7) 
(8) 
(9 ) 
(10) 
Dd. XIVb. 
B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 56a. 
E 
E. }fkwall, Dictionary of English Place Names sub Knole, Kent. 
B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 36a, 40a. 
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estate of Bailocheslei. (ll ) In Domesday the estate is 
recorded T.R.W. as being I aide 3 virgates, but T.R.E. as 
3 virgates only, so probably some land had been added to the 
estate, perhaps in the general restructuring of estates here 
which followed the enlargement of the forest. The estate is 
the modern Bashley, in Milton parish. 
Thus, these two estates deal with estates held (with 
the exception of Haestandic, for which we have no evidence ) 
ever long periods, uncontested, by the canons. None of the 
estates was large or rich enough to tempt a forger - indeed, 
so small were they that only Bashley seems to have been 
correctly identified before now, and one is still unidentified. 
Furthermore, none of the grants contain grants of privilege, 
immuni ty, or other special features; and neither are they 
issued to Christchurch by name, but to named individuals who 
might or might not have been oonneoted with the ohuroh. 
is, therefore, nothing in the substanoe of the oharters to 
point to forgery. 
There 
It is true that the wording of the charters is ourious. 
However, the personal names included in them are distorted so 
badly that they must be the result of the copyist being unable 
to read the exemplar before him. The most likely reason for 
sach a group of copyist t s errors is that the exemplar was an 
Anglo-Saxon original, which the fourteenth centu.ry writer of 
(11) Dd. XIVb. 
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the Cartulary was unable to read preperly. For instance, 
one charter reads Sulsise for, presumably, Wulsige, and 
another Lutrise for - perhaps, Leofric. If the oC!>pyist 
had such diffi cul ty reading the names, he must also have had 
difficulty reading other parts of the original. Guesswork -
doubtless faulty - would fill the lacune, and a perfectly 
reasonable charter becomes suspect on grounds of wording. 
These slight oopyist's errors cannC!>t, in my opinion, 
vitiate the use of these charters as dating evidence. 
We have no other clues as to the date of this church. 
The site, however, is such an obvious centre that it would be 
surprising if the ohurch was not a very early foundation. 
Twyneham is a Burghal Hidage borough, and this in itself, 
perhaps, points to an early date for the church. 
We have a description of the bounds of the parochia of 
Christchurch dating from somewhen during the first half of 
the twelfth century.(12) The bounds given in this document 
are sketchy 0 They state that all the land from the River 
Otter westward to Dorset was in the parochia of Christchureh. 
As we have already se.em when Eling was discussed, this 
description was later amplified. (13) This later amplification, 
it is true, is spoken of as being the boundary between Boldre 
and Eling parishes, but, since Boldre, as we shall see, was 
a dependent of Christchurch, the boundary in question is 
(12) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 36a. 
(13) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 36b, 37. 
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clearly that given more sketchily in the earlier description 
of the bounds of the main parochia - Christchurch. In this 
amplification further points are added to the bounds. These 
pOints show us that the bounds in faot ran along the Whitley 
stream from its source to its junction with the Beaulieu Water, 
which was originally called the River otter, and then along this 
stream to the sea. That the bounds ran along the Whitley 
stream, rather than any of the other headwaters of the otter 
is shown by the description of the first point of the bounds, 
which is oalled 'the spring in Whitley Wood' • The earlier 
description, which mentions a Lyndhurst location for the headwater 
of the Otter, points to the same stream. 
The area ascribed to the parochia of Christ church by this 
description consists of the present parishes of Christohuroh, 
Holdenhurst, Ringwood, Sopley, Milton, Hordle, Milford, Lymi~gton, 
Boldre, Broekenhurst, the larger part of the parish of Beaulieu, 
parts of Harbridge and Ellingham parishes, as well as a large 
area which is now conSidered as extra-}>arochial. The churches 
of all these parishes, with the exoeption of Beaulieu, Harbridge, 
and perhaps Ringwood and Ellingham, remained as dependent 
churohes of Christchuroh throughout the twelfth century and 
beyond, as oan be seen from a number of charters ' in the Cartulary. 
It seems unlikely that the paroohia of Christchuroh could 
ever have been larger than the area contained within the 
boundaries given in the description quoted above. To the east, 
as we have seen, the pari she s were dependent on Eling. On the 
190 
west lay Dorset, on the south the sea. To the north the 
position is slightly less clear. A straight line from the 
spring in Whitley Wood due west to the county boundary shows 
two quite interesting facts. A two mile stretcl1 of the 
southern boundary of Minstead parish lies exactly along this 
line - a completely straight section of bounaary running 
across the forest. It is tempting to regard this stretCh 
of boundary as a fragment of an older northern boundary of 
Christchurch parochia. Even if the boundary did not lie 
exactly along this line, it must have fallen very close to 
it. As with . the Eling boundary discussed already, this 
forest boundary must have been a purely formal line - a 
straigl1t line presumably in this area since there are no 
convenient streamso We may, I tb.1nk, take such a straight 
line, running due west from the spring in Whitley Wood along 
the Minstead line, as the probable northern limit assumed in 
the quoted boundary description. 
Most of the area to the north of this line is deep 
forest. The largest settlement in this area is Fordingbridge, 
on the Avon. Fordingbridge is a place whose early history is 
obscure. It does, however, appear that the place had some 
early importance, and the church there may be old - possibly 
old enough to be a mother church. The land to the north of 
the Minstead line shows, in a number of places, de~endence, 
either parochially or tenurially, on Fordingbridge in the 
later Middle Ages. It is possible that the area north of the 
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line postulated as the northern edge of the Christehuroh 
parochia and south and east of the county b0undary formed a 
paroohia of Fordingbridge.(14) 
If we take this line to be the northern b01:Uldary of 
Christchurch paroohia this leaves us vi th only one problem -
RingwoG)d. Ringwood appears to lie to the south of the line 
we have postulated, and would therefore fall into Christchurch 
parochia. Ringwood, however, was a large and weal thy place, 
a hundred in its own right in Domesday and later, and never 
shows much signs of dependenoe.(15) There is, however, one 
reference, unfortunately ambiguous, that oan be read as 
implying inferiori ty to Christehuroh. The Christchureh Cartulary 
includes a description of an annual Ascensiontide procession 
made to Christohuroh by its dependents. 
Memorandum quod parochiani de Bolre Brokenhurst 
et Lemyntun Mulleford Hordhulle Middelton Soppelei 
et HOlnhu~t tenentur singulis armis die Ascensionis 
vel in die;S$q~~nti visitare hano eoclesiam Christi 
tanquam suam ma+'ri~em ecclesiam cum cereis (etc) ••• 
, p~ ... ",a:; .. ::. ",e. 
nam parochia.hi/~ B~>.lre unum oereum preciWiis vid 
Malleford unum oereum preoii iiis vid ~ordhulle 
unum cereum. preoii duorum. solidorum tenentes autem JV1 .vAtl..\\:;o Vl 
de duabus Hum Bostell et ponte pro eodem die Y "'fl' e.lee. \:. 
Asoensionis xvi,~nomine cerei deportant Ryngwode ~ 1-\01\'\"11'1".\ 
(14) Unfortunately, our !mowledge of the early history of 
Fordingbridge is slight in the extreme. Of the churohes 
in the area Ibsley and Whitsbury are later recorded as 
ohapels of Fordingbridge. The two Charfords and Hale 
are reoorded as chapels of Breamore. Bramshaw and 
Roekbourne are not !mown to have been subordinate to any 
other churoh and Minstead is connected vi th, but not, 
apparently, subordinate to, Ringwoodo We have no evidence 
of early parochial connections between Breamore and 
Fordingbridge. Indeed vi th so fine and large a Saxon 
churCh as that at Breamore, perhaps records of these are 
not to be looked for. There is nothing of help from the 
surviving documents of Breamore Priory. It is a pity 
that Fordingbridge was never in monastio hands, for 
otherwise muoh of interest might have survived. 
(15) Dd. IVa. 
unum cereum precii iiis Yid et Elingeham unum 
cereumre~ii ii8 Yid ex anti ~~t approbata 
consuetudine portare tenentur. ' ) 
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The population of the parishes of the dependent churches of 
Christchurch were to visit that church as their mother church. 
These people are called parochiani. After the list of dependent 
parishioners and their duties comes a list of the priory tenents 
wi thin the pari sh of Chri stchurch itself. These people are 
called tenentes. Finally, there is an enigmatic reference to 
Ringwood and Ellingham. Some people from these two places 
were tCl) carry candles to Christchurch on Ascension Day too. 
They are not, however, called either paroohiani or tenentes, 
and it remains doubtful a.s to whether it is the inhabitants 
per se or only the Priory tenants who were to do this. Priory 
tenants of other parishes outside the area, as, for instance, 
those in the Isle of Wight, did not have to perform these duties. 
Neither did the tenants of priory land within the dependent 
parishes have to do more than the other inhabitants of those 
parishes. . In fact, only the tenants of Christchurch parish 
itself are specifi cally men ti(med as tenentes, whi eh may, 
perhaps, be taken to imply that the pe0ple from Ringwood were 
~ochiani. This conclusion is reinforced by the value of the 
wax brought from Ringwood and Ellingham, which is identical 
wi th that brought from the definitely dependant parishes, but 
qui te different from that brought by the tenentes. It is 
(1' ) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 36b. 
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unlikely, moreover, that the rector of Ringwood would weloome 
such a procession by some only of his parishioners - sinoe 
most, at least, in this Ascensiontide procession were so 
beoause they had to visitare hanc eoclesiam Christi tanguam 
suam matrioem eoclesiam. The most likely inferenoe is, perhaps, 
that this duty is indeed a relio of a dependanoe of Ringwood 
and Ellingham on Christohureh. 
As we have seen, the evidence for Ringwood inoludes 
Ellingham. If the seotion of the southern boundary of 
Minstead mentioned already is projeoted westward it strikes 
the Avon near Ellingl'lam. We would expeot, in the populous 
Avon valley, a more exaot boundary than that in the deep forest; 
and, therefore, the faot that the northern boundary of Ellingham 
lies fraotionally north of the projeotion of the Minstead line . 
is not in itself of too great a signifioance. Ellingham fell 
in Fordingbridge hundred, and might have been expected to be 
in the same paroehia as Fordingbridge itself. The weight of 
evidence, however, seems to point to the south, to Christchurch. 
Another piece of evidence pointing in the same direction, 
to an early dependance of Ringwood on Christohuroh refers to Burley. 
Burley is a small enolosed area within the Forest, at present 
a detached island of Ringwood parish in an extra-parochial sea. 
It seems to have been part of Ringwood parish in the Middle 
Ages also. At least a oomposition of 1239(17) and a general 
(17) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 62b. 
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charter of 1366(18) mention that Christchurch was to receive 
one half of the greater tithe (all of it by 1366) with 
Ringwood taking the lesser ti the. However, the Cartulary 
also includes a copy of the findings of a Forest Inquest of 
1290 which says: 
Dicenda super decimas Nove Foreste qui dicunt 
super sacramentum suum quod omnes purpresture 
Nove Foreste sunt de dominico Domini Regis et 
quod omnes purpresture de Godeshulle non 
spectant de iure ad ecclesiam de Forde neque 
purpresture de Burlegh ad ecGlesiam de 
Ryngewode. (19) 
The Burley tithe, clearly, was not Ringwood' s of right. The 
Christchurch tithe rights there might be the Qutoome of a 
royal grant. While possible, this remains unlikely in the 
face of the grant by Henry I and re grant by Henry 11 of all 
the New Forest tithe to the bishopric of Salisbur,y.(20) 
Christchurch's tithe rights at Burley are probably older than 
this grant of Henry I's, and may well derive from old mother 
church rights, strong enough to overcome the rights of the 
parish church and the rights of the King. There was no chapel 
at Burley (as far as I know) and there is no hlilnt of a grant 
of tithe in the very full Christchurch Cartulary, so it is 
difficul t to see how else the church there came to hold these 
tithes. However, if Burley was part of the parochia of 
(18) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 20a. 
(19) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 40b. 
(20) W.E.R. Jones, The Re~ster of st. Osmund, Vole 1, p. 201, 203. 
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Chri stchurch, then perhaps Ringwood, in whi ch. parish it lay, 
also was. 
On the far eastern edge of the parochia, and divided 
between it and Eling parochia, lies the parish, or liberty, 
of Beaulieu. The parochial history of this place is so 
curious and interesting that it deserves some discussion. The 
evidence we have, as we have seen, suggests that the area of 
Beaulieu parish was originally partly in Christchurch parochia, 
and partly in Eling parochia. This would imply that Beaulieu 
was not an early land unit at all. This idea is strengthened 
by the fact that in Domesday all the parts of Beaulieu west of 
the Otter - all, that is, which appear to have been in Christchuxch 
paroch.ia - are called Truham. (21) The areas to the east, on 
the other hand, are called Hariforde and Otreorde.(22) 
Domesday also shows that these areas - on both sides of 
/: 
the Otter - were the wors; affected by the Norman afforestation. 
All seven Truham estates were completely waste by Domesday. 
Some of their Anglo-Saxon owners can be traced elsewhere in the 
region holding estates granted them by King William - probably 
in recompense for their Beaulieu estates. Some of them, in 
fact, are explicitly stated to hold these new estates de excambiQ 
foreste.(23) No other fertile, inhabited area shows so total 
(21) Dd. XXVIII a (bis) XXVIIIb, XXIXa (bis). Truham is now 
Througham, the alternative name for st. Leonards. 
(22) Dd.XXVIIIa,XXIXa (bis) Hariforde is the modern Hartford, 
Otreorde the modern Otterwood. 
(23) For instanoe, Alvric Parvus held T.R.E. (among other estates 
in the area) 1 hide and 2 yardlands in Througham (Dd. XXIXa} 
and T.R.W. Milford (with other lands). Milford was de 
excambio foreste. 
a devastation - ether areas tend to . show only partial losses -
probably representing woodlands and heathland. The Beaulieu 
area, however, is the only devastated area - probably indeed 
the origin of the myth of widespread depopulation. Be that 
as it may be, Beaulieu probably remained depopulated for 120 
years. During these years the paroehial rights of Christohurch 
and Eling presumably became completely moribund, although not 
forgotten. 
A very early Beaulieu charter - issued before the 
completion of the Abbey buildings - mentions a chapel at st. 
LeG>nard' s. (24) This chapel was a grange chapel of the Abbey, 
and survives, in ruins, to this day. Its appearance so early 
may mean that it exi s ted before the grange, to serve a small, 
pre-Cisteroian popu~ation. After all, St. Leonard's was also 
called Througham - the Domesday Truham. However, no evidence 
for this chapel exists before the foundation of the Abbey, and 
it is probably best to asaume it did not existo If there was 
a pre-Cistercian pop~ation here, it is likely to have been of 
the smallest, and, therefore, the parochial rights of the two 
mother ohurches unlikely to have been very ooncrete. 
The Abbey founded here by King Jebn was Cistercian. As 
such it was privileged, and paid no tithe. Hence whatever 
the position before the foundation it seems almost oertain that 
(24) B.M. M.S.S. Loans 29/330 (Beaulieu Cartulary) f. 3a. 
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the mother church rights became completely defunct after it. 
There is no hint in the Cartulary of Christchurch, or in that 
of Beaulieu, to point to a conflict between the two churches 
at the time of the foundation of Beaulieu; and in any case 
the already mentioned royal rights of granting tithe within 
the forest to whichever church the King wished would have meant 
that any dispute could hardly have gone very far. 
The rights of the mother churches, even though probably 
moribund from the time of Domesday, and certainly so from the 
foundation of the Abbey in 1204, were not forgotten. A 
thirteenth century description of the bounds of Christchurch 
parochia unequivocally states that these bounds run per medium 
clausi abbatis Bello Locis Regi.(25) 
Almost immediately after the foundation, however, the 
Abbey collected a few lay adherents, and, sinoe the rights of 
the mother ohurches had not, as we have seen, been forgotten, 
one might have expected trouble here over the question of 
reception of the sacraments. This is espeoially so sinoe both 
the two mother churches had interests in the new lay village. 
The Abbey was on the eastern, Eiing, side of the river, with 
the houses of the villagers on the western, Christchurch bank. 
What is more, the villagers, according to an early seventeenth 
century source, worshipped in a chapel of the Abbey. This 
rather enigmatic reference occurs in a description of the manor 
of Beaulieu oontained in a seventeenth century sorapbook. It 
reads: 
(25) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 36a. 
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The auncient fayer pariahe church of Bello Loco 
Regis alias Bewly in the eounty of South'ton 
beinge destroyed with the Abbey wherin it stood; 
at the south side of the said old churches 
foundation stande the now parish chureh south 
and north havinge ben the Abbotts dyning hall.(26) 
Unfortunately, the Beaulieu Cartulary throws no light on what 
must have been one of the most unusual Cistercian parochial 
ar:Jlangements. 
It is possible that this use of the Abbey church was a 
result of the old mother church parochial division of the Abbey 
liberty, which might have made the foundation of a paroohial 
capella ante portas here difficult. If so, then these pre-
Conquest bounds were responsible for the anomalous position of 
Beaulieu - whioh remained a parish without any incumbent or 
legal oorporation into this century - the pre-Reformation church 
within the Abbey, and its post-Reformation suooessor being 
regarded by the law as no more than private chapels.(27) 
On the whole, therefore, the parochia of Christchurch 
seems a remarkably clear unit. From the mouth of the Otter 
west to the county boundary, from the sea north to a line from 
Whitley Wood west to Ringwood and Ellingham. 
Within this area there are now, besides Christohuroh 
itself, Ringwood, Ellingham and Beaulieu, all of which have 
been desoribed, no less than eight or nine parishes - Holdenhurst, 
Milton, Hordle, Milford, Lymi ngt on , Boldre, Brookenhurst, Sopley, 
(26) B.M. Barl 892 (Sussex Pedigrees) f. 40b. 
(27) V.C.H. iv, p. 650. 
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and part at least of Lyndhurst. The Christchurch Cartulary 
gives us some clues on the foundation dates of some at least 
of these churohes. The earliest general confirmation charter 
in the Cartulary is that of Earl Richard de Redvers I which was 
issued to Dean Peter and the secular clerks in about 1110_1125.(28) 
This charter includes a group of churches am~mg the possession 
of the canons. These are described as 
Ec~lesiam de Hordulla 0Qm capella de Melneford, 
ecolesiam de Bolra cum capel1a de Brokehurst, 
capel1am de Ho1ehest, cape11am de Soppel'. 
The wording of this charter is significant, especially in its 
singling out of Hordle and Bo1dre alone as ecc1esia. 
The next earliest confirmation charters are the group of 
seven issued just before, at, or shortly after, the conversion 
of the church to a house of regular canons in about 1150. The 
wording of four of these charters - that issued by Earl Baldwin 
de Redvers before the conversion to Dean Hilary; (29) and again, 
that issued a year or so later, on the actual occasion of the 
conversion;(30) that of Bishop Henry de BIOis;(31) and that of 
Pope EUgenius(32) - are identical in essential wording. They run 
(28) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 13a. 
(29 ) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 13a. 
(30) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 13b. 
(31) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 14b. 
(32) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 11a. 
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Ecclesiam de Bolra cum oapellis suis de Lumenton 
et de Brokeherst, ecclesiam de Hordhull' et de 
MUlneford cum pertinenolis, eoclesiam de Soppel' 
oum omnibus que ad earn speotant, capellarn de 
Holeherst 
The other three 1150 charters are very similar. The 
charter of King Stephen is identical,(33) except that the 
chapel of Holdenhurst is omitted. The charter of Bishop 
Hilary of Chichester omits both Holdenhurst and SOPley.(34) 
The charter of King Henry 11, issued a few years later, is 
identical with that of Bishop Hilary.(35) 
The differenoes between the 1110-1125 charter and those 
of thirty years later are simple. The early chapel of Sopley 
is now a church, and the chapel of' Milford is now given equal 
status with Hordle. Lymington, which is not mentioned in the 
earlier oharter, now appears alongside Brokenhurst as a chapel 
of Boldre. 
These differences can be explained. In the early charter 
only three churches are recognised as being of full status, as 
being an ecolesia - Christchurch itself, Hordle, and Boldre. 
Brokenhurst is described as a subordinate of Boldre, Milford 
as a subordinate of Hordle. The other two chapels - Sopley 
and Holdenhurst - which are not ascribed to any other ohurch, 
(33) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 14b. 
(34) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, fo 85a. 
(35) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 85a. 
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can be considered as chapels depending directly on Christchureh 
itself. If plotted on a map, these three groups fall 
convincingly into place - Christchurch and its chapels covering 
the western, Hordle and its chapel the eentral, and Boldre and 
its chapel the eastern portion of the p~rochia. Only the 
north-western, Ringwood, area is missing. After Domesday this 
was clearly out of Christchurch control - the procession to the 
mother ohurch, if evidence of past inferiority, can only have 
been a fossilised relic of such inferiority. However, had 
the area once been fully inferior, then Ringwood could well 
have stood to Christchurch in a manner similar to Hordle and 
Boldre, with its own circle of chapels. 
By 1150 Milford stands equal to its erstwhile superior, 
Hordle; but the chapels of Boldre remain clearly inferior. 
We know the date of foundatiEln of Milford - it is described 
as falling in the time of Bishop Walkelin and Dean Godric -
probably in the decade 1075-1085. The composition describing 
the foundation of Milford will be discussed in detail later. 
Thirty or forty years later it is still capella - eighty years 
later ecclesia. The inevitable deduction is that Hordle, 
while being older than Milford, did not have the long standing 
posi tion and authority of Boldre. This is all our evidence 
for the dating of Hordle; but putting its foundation at between, 
say, 950 and 1000 is probably not too far out. 
Boldre, however, is probably much older. It retained 
Lymington and Brokenhurst as its chapels throughout the Middle 
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Ages. What is more, a mid-twelfth century document~ 
describing the site .of a plot of land belonging to Breamore 
Priory, speacks of it as (de)terra sua quam habent circa 
monasterium de Bolre,(36) a description repeated in a charter 
of 1236.(37) For a church to be called minster in the mid-
twelfth century is a likely indicat1.on that it is indeed old. 
In fact, the church of Boldre was so powerful that its 
ohapels behaved to it in much the same way as Boldre itself 
behaved to Christchuroh. Although Christchurch reserved 
some tithe in Lymington parish a document issued at the 
dedication of Lymington cemetery has this to say of the 
parishioners of Lymington, 
Ceteri vero qui salinas non habent providebunt 
singulis annis ad festum decollationis Sancti 
Johannis Baptiste unum cereum ad valencium 
trium solidorum ad minus deferendum ecclesie 
Sanot1. Johannis Baptiste de Bolra.-M Omnes ec1.~ 
paroohiani ecclesie de Lymynton t~ viri quam 
mulieres singulis annis visitabunt dictam matrioem 
ecclesia~~de Bolra cum competenti oblacione.(38) 
.A. -
Hence, not only did the parishioners have to make recognition 
trips to Christ church, but those of Lymington also had to 
journey to Boldre as well. This formal rec~gnition of a ohurch 
as a mother churoh, when that church it self is dependent on a 
third is very rare. This and its continuing pre-eminence 
amongst the dependents of Christchurch makes it likely that 
this church is the oldest of Christ church dependents - perhaps 
(38) 
B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 55a. 
Calender of Charter Rolls, sub anno, p. 219. A oharter 
of c. 1265 CB.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 81b) calls 
Boldre matricem ecclesiam. 
B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a,f. 81b. 
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dating from as early as the ninth century. 
Of the ' chapels of Boldre, 0ne, Lymington, can be dated. 
It does not appear in the 1110-1125 charter, but does in the 
1150 and all subsequent charters. The conclusion that it 
was founded in the secend quarter of the twelfth century appears 
inescapable; the further conclusion that its foundation is 
connected with the first beginnings of burghal life at this 
small port almost as inescapable. The other chapel, l3rokenhurst, 
is mentioned in Domesday. (39) There is no clue as to its age. 
However the Domesday tenant, Alvric Parvus, was the founder 
of Milford church at about the date of Domesday. His family's 
holdings can be traced both before and after the conquest. 
Befmre the Conquest the largest estate which can definitely be 
given to the family is l3rokenhurst. (40) This estate was badly 
af£ected by the afforestation; but Alvric received Milford in 
exohange for lands lost in the Beaulieu - Througham area. (41) 
It seems likely that the afforestation lead Alvric to transfer 
his main residence from Brokenhurst to Milford, and so lead to 
(39) 
(40) 
Dd. XXIXb. 
Estates explicitly mentioned as belonging to Alvric Parvus 
T.R.E. are 4t hides at Beaulleu (Dd • . XXIXa) t hide at 
Efford (Dd. XXIXb) 3 virgates at an unspecified place 
(Dd. XXIXb-) and Brokenhurst (Dd. XXIXb). He may be the 
Alvric who held land at Yarmouth (Dd. XXXIV), and other 
places in the Isle of Wight, and at Cockerlei (Dd. XXIXb) 
Battramsley, (Dd. XXIXb), Pilley (Dd. XXIXb), Badminstone 
(Dd. XXVIIIb) Hartford (Dd. XXVIIIb), Otterwood (Dd. XXIXa), 
Wigarestun (Dd. XXIXa) Godesmamtescamp (Dd. XXIXb), Burgate (Dd. XXVlIa)and other places in the forest. Most of 
these forest manors were very small. 
(41) Dd. XXIXb. Alvric tenet de rege Melleford de excambio foreste. 
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the foundation of Milford churoh. Brokenhurst churoh was 
probably founded for the same reason as Milford church - so 
that this medium rank family could have a church at their 
main manor. It is, perhaps, unlikely, that this foundation 
much preoeded the afforestation - perhaps Alvric himself had 
founded. it. Again, the date is a guess, but 1030-1050 does 
not seem unreasonable. 
The church at Sopley seems to have had a rather chequered 
history during the century before 1150. A dooument of Earl 
Baldwin de Redvers of the second quarter of the twelfth century 
confirms to Christchurch, among other property 
Eoolesiam de Soppel' oum omnibus que ad eam 
spectant, unam virgatam terre cum appendiciis 
in eadem villa ex done Godwini Comitis; quam 
Orrious de Stanton' eidem Christi Eoolesie 
violenter surripuit.(42) 
This charter places the endowment of Sopley church somewhere 
about the middle of the eleventh century. The Staunton family, 
however, had another tale to tell. A charter of a date probably 
only shortly after Earl Baldwin' s speaks of the church and its 
endowments in these words 
Notum sit omnibus (eto) ••• quod ego Rogerus 
filius Orrici de Staunton' concedo et confirmo 
in liberam elemosinam (ete) ••• ecclesie de 
Soppel' virgatam terre quam avus meus Rogerus 
de Staunton' donavit eidem ecclesie de Soppel' 
liberam et quietam ab omnibus serviciis et ego 
adversus Regem et Comitem totam meam partem 
eiu'sdem terre de meo dominio adquietabo. 
Test' Petro abbato de Quareria, Priore Alardo do 
Sanoto Dionisio.(43) 
(42) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 13a. 
(43) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 51b. 
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This charter must refer to somewhen during the second half 
of the eleventh century. This charter of Roger de Staunton 
does not, however, complete the tale of Staunton action in 
respect of Sopley church. There exists a charter of Bishop 
Henry de Blois whereby he says that circa primordia promocionis 
nostre he, believing the word of a certain knight, Orric, who 
had claimed the advowson of Sopley as his, had ascribed Sopley 
church to Breamore Priary, as Orric desired. Now, however, 
he had been convinced by the production of documents and 
witnesses and by the advocacy of Hilary, bishop of Chichester 
and quondam dean of Christchurch that this was wrong, and 
accordingly had quashed his first charter, and restored Sopley 
church to Christchurch. He was finally convinced of the 
Christchurch's case because of that church's tenure. 
statum est autem illi diffinitive sentencie 
nostre in quiete et tranquillitate toto tempore 
comi tis Baldewini et Ricardi comi tis filii 
ipsius et Silvestri canonici Christi ecclesi~~ 
qui prefatam ecclesiam de Soppeleya nomine prebende 
. quamdiu vixit tenuit.(44) 
The final strand in this tale is the foundation charter of 
Breamore Proriy where, among the possessions confirmed by 
King Henry I is the church of Sopley given by Orric de Stanton 
with the consent of Bishop Henry de Blois, ~ of Earl Baldwin 
de Redvers. (45) 
(44) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 58b. 
(45) Dugdale, Monasticon, Vol. i, p. 324. 
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It is not easy to make complete sense of these documents. 
My own guess is that the ohurch was founded about 1050 and 
endowed with a virgate by Earl Godwin. Domesday reeords a 
thegn holding Sopley, T.R.E. but the manor of Winkton in 
Sopley is recorded as held then by Earl Tosti. (46) Earl 
TQsti also held Ringwood, H0ldenhurst, and Arnewood in the 
area, as well as very many estates in the Isle of Wight.(47 ) 
Of these Tosti estates some went to the de Redvers family, 
some ta small Island families, some to the King. Tosti 
probably got these estates from Earl Godwin. Before Godwin, 
they had probably formed part of the royal Christchurch estate. 
Godwin probably also held the royal estate, much as the de 
Redvers held it after the Conquest, for the servioe of being 
royal reeve of Christchuroh and the Forest. At all events, 
Godwin's dowering Qf Sopley churoh must be seen as an act of 
munifioenoe to the main church of this manor, Christohurch. 
However the gift must have been unusual in some way, for, as 
I see it, a post Conquest holder of part of the estates of 
Earl Godwin felt he oould ignore it and take baok the dawer 
and regrant it, and, furthermore, convinoe the bishop of his 
right to do so, at least for some time. Probably the olue 
(46) Dd. XXIIlb, XXIIb. It is interesting to note that, 
in the desoription of Winkton, we read dedi t rex ouidam 
presbytero unam virgatam terrae. This looks as if the 
gift by Earl Godwin was baoked by a royal writ or other 
royal aot - after all, if Godwin was in oontrol of 
Christchurch, it must have been as tenant of the king. 
(47 ) Dd. IVa,(bis ) Vb, XXVIlb, XXXb (quat. ) . 
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lies in the last clause of the quoted passage from Bishop 
Henry's charter, espeoially the nomine prebende. At this 
early date it is unlikely that a prebendal church was one 
provided with a perpetual vicar by a non resident prebend rector. 
It was more likely that the prebendary resided at the main church, 
only ocoasionally journeying out to serve his prebendal church. 
If there was a priest stationed at Sopley, he was probably only 
a chaplain dismissable at will. If an arrangement similar to 
this was arrived at by Godwin at Sopley, then Orric de Staunton 
and his son Roger may well have felt the arrangement was anomalous, 
and the virgate unwarrantably removed from their demesne. They 
might well have thought that if they arranged for a permanent 
priest, they oould grant the virgate to this priest, arguing 
that the virgate was designed for the servioe of Sopley, rather 
than Christchuroh, and oould, therefore, be given to the priest 
serving Sopley. If any such event took plaoe, it would explain 
why the de Stauntons also considered themselves the founders of 
the church, as being the providers of a regular service. Since 
a prebendal church served only occasionally must have seemed 
anomalous to an anglo-norman bishop as well as an anglo-norman 
knight, such a set of circumstances W0uld also explain the 
original episcopal acceptance of the de Staunton position, and 
the long delay before the church was restored to Christchurch. 
It is interesting to see that Bishop Henry, while eventually 
restoring the church, also issued a formal vicarage endowment 
for Sopley and other Christchurch dependents (an unusual mid 
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twelfth century activity) which effectively gave the virgate 
in question baok to the priest serving the church, reserving 
only an annual pension of 5/- to Christchurch.(48 ) 
The chapels dependent directly on Christchurch seem all 
to fall in the same date range. Sopley, as we have seen, 
was probably founded by Earl Godwin in about 1030-1050. For 
Holdenhurst we have no evidence at all. This small, poor, 
heathland parish, so close to Christchurch, is, however, 
unlikely to be substantially older than Sopley, and a date 
between 1030 and 1085 seems likely. 
in Domesday, as eeclesiola.(49) 
The church is mentioned 
The mid-twelfth century charters occasionally omit both 
Holdenhurst and Sopley, occasionally speak of Sopley as a 
church while omitting Holdenhurst. We have seen that mid-
twelfth century Sopley, while retaining ties wi th Christchurch 
was substantually a parish churoh functioning entirely on its 
own. Holdenhurst was a very small, poor parish, close to 
Chri stchurch. It may well have been without its own resident 
priest, served ad hoc from Christchurch. If such was the 
case, then the omitting of Holdenhurst and the description of 
Sopley as ecclesia become reasonable. The single omission of 
Sopley (if not a copyists mistake) is presumably due to some 
temporary move in the Christohurch - Staunton family dispute 
over the status of Sopley. 
(48) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 15a. 
(.49) Dd. iva. 
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The remaining two churches - Milton and Lyndhurst - are 
not so old. The first mention of Milton known to me is in 
1211, when Christchureh claimed some tithes as belonging t~ 
it racione capelle de Medeltone.(50) The chapel is not, 
however, mentioned in the general charter of Isabella de 
Fortibus of 1212.(51) Probably the church was founded in the 
thirteenth century and took a long time to get a persona of 
its own 0 Lyndhurst is also probably a late foundation. At 
least, we have no mention of it earlier than the third quarter 
of the thirteenth century. It is mentioned in the diocesan 
matricuia found in the Register of Bishop John de Pontissava, 
but probably dating from the episcopacy of Nicholas of Ely, 
(1268-1280). (52) There it is called a chapel of Minstead a 
few miles to the north. The almost contemporary Taxatio 0f 
Pope Nioholas also mentions Minstead with a ehapel.(53) This 
chapel is probably Lyndhurst. There is no other clue to the 
date. .The town was in a bad way in Domesday - most of it 
lay waste. It probably did not recover for some time, being, 
unlike all other forest villages, completely surrounded by 
(50) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, fo 19b. 
(51) B.M. Cotton Ti. berius D. vi a, fo 24a. 
(52) C. Deedes, ed., Res:!ster of John de Pontissara, Vol. 1, p. 603. 
(53) Edo Record Comm., 1802, p. 212. 
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forest. At some time in the early thirteenth century, however, 
the king started to use Lyndhurst as his New Forest hunting 
centre. Probably Clarendon, two or three miles outside the 
Forest, had been used for this purpose by the Angevins. 
Perhaps the royal presence was the reason for the foundation 
of the parish church here, to serve the population that served 
the court. There is a thirteenth century reference to 'the 
chapel attached to our lodgings' in a royal document.(54) It 
is not certain that this is the same as the present church. 
There are no traces of a chapel at the Queens House now. 
However, if not, the church here was probably closely connected 
wi th the Court. Actually the church lies fractionally north 
of the boundary of Christchurch parochia, and so no evidence 
of contact with Christchurch is, perhaps, to be expectedo 
Apart from the parish church, the area had a large 
number of chapels subordinate to the parish churches. As 
elsewhere, our records of these chapels a~e extremely fragmentary 
As far as we oan see, the chapels were founded after the parish 
churches, mostly, perhaps in the century after 1225. 
Thus our records show us here more clearly than elsewhere 
the development of a parochia from the unit around the mother 
church to the final, completely fragmented situation. Our 
early twelfth century charter shows us the first stage; with 
the accent still firmly on the unit; but with the mother church 
(54) V.C.Ho Vol. 4, p. 630. 
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supported by two ohurohes dependent on it within the paroohia. 
By the middle-end twelfth oentur.y most of the later parish 
ohurohes had been founded, and, although the unit of the 
paroohia still survived, the new churohes were inoreasingly 
being olassed alongside the mother ohuroh itself as eoolesie. 
By the mid-thirteenth oentury the bishops were no longer making 
any referenoes to the mother ohuroh and its rights, and the 
small new ohapels founded in that oentury never had any ties 
of subordination to Christohuroh, only to the immediate parish 
churoh. Thus the prooess of fragmentation seems essentially 
to have been a twelfth and thirteenth oentury one. If, as 
in so many areas, the Christohurch reoords did not begin until 
the thir teenth oentury, then this interesting history would 
have been lost. 
It may be of interest to disouss briefly the powers 
Christohuroh had over its subordinates at the earliest date from 
whioh we have any real evidenoe - the turn of the eleventh and 
twelfth eenturies. The first strand of the evidenoe we have 
is the phrase 'nomine prebende' already disoussed when 
desoribing the eomplex history of Sopley. The foundation of 
Milford church provides the seeond strand, linking with and 
elucidating the Sopley nomine prebende. We know of the 
foundation of Milford beoause of a very interesting dooument 
in the Christohurch Cartulary dating from the early twelfth 
oentury which is the sworn statement of oertain elderly priests 
as to what they reoolleoted of the paroohial rights of 
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Christohuroh about 25 years be£ore.(55) There is nothing 
in the dooument itsel£ to date it, but it m~ represent part 
o£ an attempt by Christohurch to re-establish its rights in 
the period immediately a£ter the removal o£ Rannulph Flambard 
as Dean. A portion o£ this dooument re£ers to the £ounding 
o£ Mil£ord ohuroh. It runs as £ollows: 
Testi£ioantur quoque Almetus qui inter£uit 
dedioaoioni eoclesie de Melne£orda quod 
Alvrious Parvus requisivit Godrioum decanum 
et per illum Walohelinum episoopum ut posset 
in ibi oonstruere eoclesiam, eo tenore quod 
nichil perderet Cristohurohe de antiqua 
oonsuetudine soilioet decimis et oeroet'; et 
preter hoc dedit ad eoclesiam dimidiam 
virgatam terre quando dedioata £uit; et simul 
episcopus et Alvricus liberaverunt Godrioo 
deoano et canoniois Cristeschurohe elavem oum 
eoelesia et terra sitCde£initum fuit in 
presenoia episcopi ut servi et cotarii eiusdem 
Alvrioi solummodo ibidem deberent sepeliri et 
.iiii. den' dare de sepultura; et Godric1~s 
debet ibi mittere presbiter,m et presbiter debet 
habere corredium suum ad mensam Alverici 
q1llooienscumque in ibi esset residens; et 
presbiter debet oonvenienter exspeotare Alvrioum 
ad servioium siout maiorem; et cum illo ad 
hundred' quando il1io moneret ad eundem ad , 
hundredp et niohi1 amplius. Vidi t eoiam ... 
Almetus quod Godricus ibi misit presbiter~m 
quemdam de eoelesia Cristesohurche nomine Eilwi 
et Godricus ita tenuit ecc1esiam in vita sua 
et postea alii successores. 
This statement, whioh is e£ oonsiderable interest, oertainly 
does not seem to speak of a permanent priest. at Mil£ord. His 
being £ed at Alvric 's (the Domesday holder of Milford) table, 
the constant re£erenoes to'when Alvrio is there' and the two 
mentions of Godrio 'sending' a priest £rom Christohuroh all 
(55) B.M. cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 36a. 
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point to, at the least, very striot oontrol from Christohuroh, 
with Eilwi being olearly far more presbiterem quemdam de 
eoclesia Cristesohurohe than priest of Milford. If Sylvester's 
prebend at Sopley was similar to Eilwi's tenure of Milford, 
then the de Stauntons may well have felt the arrangement was 
anomalous. It was oertainly old fashioned. 
The power of the mother church here over the other 
ohurohes built within its paroohia was olearly very gr~t. 
The document relating to the foundation of Milford church, in 
two plaoes desoribes the power of Bishop Walkelin (who was not 
an insignifioant prelate) as being inferior to that of Dean 
Godric; at least in this plaoe. The two places referred to are 
Alvrious Parvus requisivit Godrioum decanum et 
per illum Walohelinum episoopum ut posset in 
ibi oonstruere ecclesiam. 
and.t 
Simul episoopus et Alvricus liberaverunt 
Godrioo deoano et canoniois Cristesohurohe 
clavem cum ecolesia et terra. 
The first of these shows the request for a new church going 
in the first plaoe to the Dean, and the seoond the gift of 
the churoh to the Dean after oonseoration. It is unlikely 
the bi shop retained any rights in the cmuroho The handing 
over oeremony (traditio ecolesie) by the founder was always 
oonsidered to represent a quitclaim by him of the soil and 
income and land of the new church. (56) The handing over by 
the bishop probably represents a quitclaim by the bishop of 
(56) 
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his rights as wello 
It is olear, then, that, as late as the end of the 
eleventh oentury, the inhabitants of this area still saw the 
bishop only through the medium of the mother ohuroh. The 
founder and the bishop quit the new ohurch to the mother 
ohuroh, and requests were made to the bishop only via the 
mother ohuroh. Ef£eotively, this meant that the parishioners 
and the new ohurohes were 'mediated' from the central eoclesiastioal 
authority. The mother ohurch exeroised this power in an old 
fashioned way - sending priests out to serve the churohes 
nomine prebende, which priests oould presumably be reoalled 
and replaoed at the will of the Dean. This praotioe reoalls 
the early desoription of the priests of ohurohes within a 
bishop's paroOhia as members of the bishop's familia, sent out 
to serve a churoh for a short time before returning to the main 
ohuroh. 
This tight control broke down in the middle twelfth 
oentury. The 1150 oharters, as we have been seen, with their 
liberal use of the word eoclesia, point to a break-down; but 
the ooup-de-graoe was administered by Bishop Henry de Blois. 
Bishop Henry had beoome acquainted with Christchurch's 
far-reaching claims over its dependents during the dispute 
with the staunton family mentioned already. He must have felt 
that, while Christchureh had proved its oase, nonetheless its 
powers over its dependant, prebendal, churohes was too great 
and required to be reduced and regularised for the good of the 
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people as a whole. He issued a charter - we have no evidence 
for the long negotiations that must have preceded its issuing 
- which established vicarages for the churches of Christchurch 
itself, Sopley, Thorley (in the Isle of Wight), Milford and 
Hordle, and Boldre.(57) Apart from Christchurch itself, all 
these new vicarages followed a clear pattern. The pre bendal 
land (the land attached to the church at the foundation), the 
lesser tithe, and alms went to the vicar. Christchurch was 
to receive the great tithe (and at Thorley all the comital 
deme~ tithe as well); and a small pensi(!m (five shillings 
for a virgate at Sopley). The complex tithe situation at 
Milford (where there was a dispute as to whether salt was great 
tithe or not) was met by all the income and tithe going to 
Christchuroh for an annual pension of 10 marks to the vicar. 
The vioar of Christohurch was to reoeive oorrodies, 10 shillings 
a year, and a half-penny for each Mass said. 
The new vicars were regularly presented to and instituted 
by the Bishop. From the time of this charter onwards the 
dependent ohurches clearly had a persona of their own; and 
Christchurch dropped from being an old-fashioned mother church 
to something little more than the owner of the advowson. The 
charter ends: 
Capellani vero qui omnibus deserviunt capellas 
dictorum canonicorum sunt in libera prioris et 
canonicorum disposieionep retinendi et removendi, 
prout sibi melius expedire viderint, salva eorum 
(57) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 15a. 
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rationabili sustentacionem. Decedentibus 
fA 
autem dict,rum ecclesiarum rectoribus, alios 
quos sepedicti canonici nobis vel successoribus 
nostris ad ipsas vicarias idoneos presentaverint 
nos, remota omni lite, admittere et inde 
canonice instituere tenemur •. • 
These two sentences seem to point to a situation where the 
churches had, in the past, had rectors and chaplains. The 
rectors oan confidently be identified with the canons who 
had been 'sent from' Christchureh to these churches as prebends, 
the chaplains are clearly the stipendiaries who did the work; 
the prebendary canons remaining for the most part in 
Ohristehurch. Now the rectors were to go, to be replaced or 
changed into resident, instituted vicars. 
The regularisation of the mother church made some change 
in the old mother church-dependent prebendal chapels essential 
- it would be difficult having the dependant chapel rectors 
usually or often resident in the main church. But the 
inevitability of the change should not blind us to the magnitude 
of it. If Walkelin's attitude at the consecration of Mllford 
- simul episcopus et Alvricus liberaverunt Godrico decano et 
canonicis Cristesehurche clavem cum ecclesia ••• et Godrici debet 
ibi mi ttere pres.bi terem - is contrasted with Henry's seventy-five 
years later - alios guos sepedicti canonici nobis ••• ad ipsas 
vicarias idoneos presentaverint nos ••• admittere ••• tenemur -
then the change from a mother church centred to bishop centred 
view point becomes clear. After the erection of the vicarages, 
there is no further evidence of Christchurch exercising any 
real mother church powers; only the fossilised remnant of the 
Ascensiontide processions mentioned already. 
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The eleventh and twelfth century evidence from Christchurch 
enables us to learn a considerable amount about the internal 
constitution of this mother church. Again, our best evidence 
is the treatise de antiguitate fundacionis.(58) The relevant 
portions of this treatise run: 
e<wl'(\ 
Tempore ~s Willelmi Rufi in Anglia regnantis 
prefuit quidam clericus nomine Godricus prefate 
ecclesie de Twynham vita et honestate preclarus 
cum .xxiiii. canonicis, more suo horas noctis et 
tocius diei cotidie summo complentibus diluculo. 
Hunc etenim GOdric~ fas tunc temporis clerici 
non pro decano quia nominis ignorantes sed pro 
seniore et patrono venerabantur. Horum vero 
canonicorum talis ecclesiastica erat consuetudo 
quatinus eiusdem Godrici senioris oblaciones 
misse matutinalis et magne misse undecumque allate 
proprie absque alicuius forenseco partieipacione. 
Ceteras equidem oblaciones ante missas et infra 
et usque ad veras illatas equanimiter inter se 
divident. Similiter et terris ecclesie 
adiacentibus, scilicet Hema, Buretona, Prestona, 
sub divisione participarenturo Preterea canonicus 
missam quilibet celebrans omnimodas eiusdem misse 
oblaciones post cappe sue oblacionem quousque eam 
indueret sine alicuius for enseco communione •••• 
(after Rannulph Flamband gained the church and 
decided to erect a better) ••• Godricum euisdem loei 
seniorem et totum in hiis conventis verbis conventum 
ut ei ad futurem perfectionem ecclesie oblaciones, 
tammodo ecclesiaticas peregrinorum, et tocius 
parochia tarn vivorum quam mortuorum concederent 
exceptis illis que cibi essent atque potus, et 
perfectam et deodicatam cum oblacionibus receptis 
redderent •••• (in describing the buildings Rannulph 
demolished) •••• Fregit vero episcopus illius loci 
primitivam ecclesiam novemque alias que infra 
cimiterium steterant cum quorundam domibus 
canonicorum prope locum ecclesie cimiterii, et 
officinarum. Compencionem faciendum et canonicis 
in villam congruun mutacioni ut domus ad apertant 
locum fundavit •••• (when describing what dean Gilbert 
received) ••• Suscepit sibi Gilbertus in prefatam 
canonicorum salva libertate et omni suo iure tam in 
vie-tu a Randulpho pontific confuturo quam in 
(58) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi b, f. 30b. 
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elemosinis cibi atque potus et terris forentibis 
ceptum opus imperfecte peragebat ecclesie •••• 
(among the items dedicated to the new church by 
Gilbert) ••• Dederunt et parochiani omnes suas 
decimas prout Gilbertus constituit ••• (later Dean 
Peter acted evilly. He confisoated some alms 
and distributed them to his household staff) ••• 
Sibi suisque clericis secum adductis mensam 
ourialem vita eius eoncedendo superstite in suos 
et illorum transferendo usus non canonice sed 
potestative distribuit 
The evidence given in this treatise is patchy, and not always 
clear or easy to translate. It seems, however, to point to 
a church run in a way similar to how we know other major Anglo-
Saxon secular churches (such as Exeter) were run. The canons 
lived separately, in houses in a close around the church. 
However, although they lived separately, and although some at 
least of them, as we have seen, had prebendal churches, they 
said the day and night hours together like regulars. The 
community also had a common fund; to which lands and ecclesiastical 
income were apportioned. The treatise explicitly states that 
the three terris ecelesie adiacentibus and some Mass alms went 
into the common fund; and Dean Gilbert's directions as to tithe 
show that this was under his control and therefore presumably 
common fund as well. The evidenoe from the foundation charter 
of Milford shows that Dean Godric reserved antique consuetudine, 
which is described as tithe, churchscot, and 'sepulture (except 
of cottars and slaves). Since Milford was probably prebendal, 
the effect of this charter is that probably all three of these 
customary offerings went to the common fund. Since this, or 
some of it, was 'food and drink', it is reasonable to suppose 
219 
that the community ate communally. Probably the officine 
mentioned in the extract were servants of the oommunity, perhaps 
connected with the food and drink of the community. 
As well as the communal income, however, the oanons also 
enjoyed personal income. The pre bendal churches have already 
been described. We also know, however, of some prebendal 
estates which had no churches on them. Thus the Stanpi t 
estate, a half mile south-east of the church, formed a prebend. 
We know quite a lot about this estate. It had been pledged 
as 'part of his prebend' to the prominent local landowner Alvric 
Parvus (the founder of Milfor<V, who in his turn had given it as 
dower to his daughter Alice on her marr~ge to Wiso the 
forester. (59) The daughter returned it to the churoh in return 
for a corrody and a life tenure. (60) Why this local landowner 
should hold a prebend is unknown. Dean Peter de Oglander, who 
pledged the estate to Alvric somewhen about 1120 ruled a denuded 
church of only five canons, and is oaw.tigated in the de antigui tate 
for his evil ambition which lead him 'to take by his own power 
the alms destined for the repair of the church, and use them 
to sustain himself and the clerks of his court for the terms of 
their lives, and thus he did uncanonically'. It is possible 
that Alvric was accommodated with these lands by Dean Peter so 
that his influence would be used to help the Dean. The 
(59) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 61a. 
(60) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 61a. 
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description of them by Alice as her fathers 'prebend' 
probably sRows that it was the estate of one of the canons 
before it was so uncanonically alienated. A charter of 
King Henry II makes William Ruf'us the original grantor of 
the estate, but this same charter. is clearly c<mfused over 
Dean Rannulphs part in the proceeding, and the estate may 
well have been in the hands of Christchurch before then.(6l) 
Again, the earliest extant general confirmation of the 
possessions of the church - that of Earl Richard de Redvers 
of the reign of Henry I - speaks of the lands held by 
Christchurch at Pidelton in Dorset as ~Prebendam apud Pidelton.(62) 
Finally, when the lands at Apse in the Isle of Wight were 
given to Christchurch in the reign of Henry I, the grant was 
confirmed to ~cum9ue canonico in prebend~ euisdem ecclesie 
dare vOluit.(63) 
It is clear, therefore, that parcels of the lands of 
the church were partitioned into prebends, at least after the 
Conquest, and held by individual canons. This practice, 
however, is probably pre-conquest. We have already mentioned 
the estate Ring Edward gave his faithful minister 'Lutrise' 
at Bashley. This estate appears again after the conquest, in 
Domesday, as held by the priest Alsi of Christchurch.(64) 
It seems likely that it was held as a prebend, and that Alsi 
(61) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 6la. 
(62) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. l3a. 
(63) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 103a. 
(64) Dd. XIVbo 
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an~ 'Lutrise' were 'both oanons of Christchuroh. Again, 
Domesday reoords that the priest Alnod held Borstall of the 
oanons.(65) If this small estate is the same as the Borstall-
Knole - Haestandio estate of 985, which it very likely is, then 
here again we have a likely prebend spanning the oonquest. 
Other lands may have been held as prebends, but we have no 
evidenoe. The granting olause oK Richard de Redvers' Charter 
" (dedi ••• et ••• oonfirmati ••• oum omnibus libertatibus ••• et cum 
omnibus prebendis terris et ecelesiis et ••• pertinenciis) ranks 
prebends before lands and ohurches, so the institution of the 
private prebendal inoome must have been windespread here then.(66) 
It is interesting to see that none of the estates that can 
definitely be oalled prebendal are included in the list of 
three 'adjacent estates' mentione~ in the treatise as being 
part of the common fund. 
One other private inoome is mentioned in the extraot, 
although not immediately olearlyo After declaring that the 
alms of the two major masses belonged to the 'Senior' of the 
communi ty, the treatise says that the alms of all other masses 
are divided equally among the canons (that is, went into the 
common fund with the adjacent lands). It immediately 
oontradiots itself, however by saying that the ' alms of each 
mass were to go to the oelebrant. It is possible that this 
(65) Dd. XIVb. 
(66) B.M. Cotton Tiberius D. vi a, f. 30a. 
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contradiction oan be clarified by assuming that the masses 
the alms of which were distributed as part of the oommon 
fund were said in the mother church; those going to the 
celebrant in his prebendal church. This is just a guess, 
but is a possible solution to this minor problem. 
The fact that the Dean, or Senior, took the alms of the 
two main masses in the mother church is significant. In the 
same way as the canons held prebends of the dependent estates 
and churches; the Dean, it would appear, held as a prebend the 
mother churoh itself. 
The remark in the treatise on Dean Peter de Oglander's 
household clerks is interesting. Dean Gilbert had received 
wi th the church rights in food, alms, drink, olothing and 
lands - that is, the common fund. However, it was clearly 
not hi s to do wi th as he wished. Dean Peter should have 
distributed it oanonice, according to custom, among the 24 
canons', not , potestative, at his whim, among his household 
clerks. 
The above is mostly sheer speculation, but some facts 
do emerge. We have evidence of a number of prebends consisting 
of portions of land, and one at least consisting of a church 
and its income. Another church (Milford) seems likely to 
have been held in the same way, and others may have been. 
No other mother church in Hampshire has left us so clear 
a body of eleventh century documentary evidence. We cannot 
be sure that other mother churches were so powerful, so well-
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developed. However the remark of the bishop at the foundation 
of Bursledon church, that he was acting 'at the request' of 
the rector of the mother church, points to a sil!lilar sort of 
set of powers at Bishops Waltham. (67 ) Processions to the 
mother church are known from other mother churches as well as 
Ghristchurch - Southampton, and Winchester (old Minster), in 
particular. We may perhaps guess that the full powers remained 
in use in Ghristchurch slightly longer than elsewhere beoause 
of its wealth; but not by much, it would appear. 
q 
(67) W.G.M. No. l062~, see above p. 4b 
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MOTTISFON[' 
Mettisfont is known to us as a mother church almost 
solely through the Domesday description of the Hampshire 
holdings of the Archbishop of York. The Archbishop held only 
the church and glebe of Mottisfont within the county, and in 
the description of this estate Domesday mentions the six 
dependent churches of Mottisfont, and gives some details of 
the inoome of that ohurch. 
Thomas archiepiscopus tenet, in manerio de 
Mortesfunde, unam aecclesiam, et vi capellas, 
cum omni consuetudine vivorum et mortuorum. 
In Brestone, i capella. In Puteorde, i. 
In Tiderlege, i. et alia Tiderlege, i. 
In Dena, i. In Locherlei, i. Huic 
ecclesiae pertinent v hidae, una virgata 
minus. (1) 
The dependents mentioned in this entry are the churches 
of the parishes of Broughton, Pittleworth, East Tytherley and 
West T.ytherley, East Dean, and Lockerley. These parishes lie 
to the east and north of Mottisfont, between the river Test 
and the county boundary. The present churches of Bossington 
and West Dean also stand within this area, but are not mentioned 
in this Domesday entry. Quite possibly these churches had not 
been founded by 1086. Certainly Bossington at least must 
have been part of Mottisfont parochia at some stage, since it 
was, at a later date, considered to be a chapel of Broughton, 
one of the Domesday dependents of Mottisfont. There is no 
(1 ) Dd. X. 
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evidence of any subordination of West Dean to Mottisfont; but 
its position, with the county boundary on one side, and lands 
parochially subjeot to Mottisfont in the eleventh century on 
all other sides, makes the early dependence of this parish 
nearly certain. 
All the churches mentioned in the Domesday list (with 
the exception of East Tytherley) remained as dependents of 
Mottisfont, or else as independent churches in the advowson 
of the Treasurer of York, the rector of Mottisfont, until at 
least the middle of the twelfth century. 
The churches of East Dean andLocker~y were considered 
to be dependents of Mottisfont until the late nineteenth 
century. However, the extreme paucity of documents relating 
to Mottisfont church means that we do not, in fact, have much 
medieval evidence as to the status of these two churches then.(2) 
Neither are mentioned in the thirteenth century Taxatio Pape 
NiChOlai,(3) nor in the Pontissara diocesan matricula.(4) 
Since we know from Domesday that the churches were in existence, 
this is prima facie evidence that the compilers of these lists 
did not consider that they ranked as independent churches. 
A fourteenth century document in the Oartulary of Godsfield 
(2) Lockerley was in the parish of Mottisfont according to 
the terms of a private chapel licence issued in 1345. 
Reg. Orleton, f. 129b, copied in Bargent Paper B.M. Add 
MSo 39973, f. 288b. No record of the status of East 
Dean survives from the Middle Ages. For the post-
Medieval situation, see Victoria County History, Vol. IV, 
p. 498, 500. 
(3) Ree. Comm. (1802) p. 2100 
(4) Ed. C. Deedes 1913-24, Vol. 11, p. 604. 
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Preceptory mentions a grant of one penny rent to the Hospital 
together with the grant of a rent of sheep to the chapel 
(capella) of st. John, Lockerley.(5 ) This, too, points to 
dependent status for at least Lockerley church in the post-
Domesday period. All in all the little medieval evidence we 
have seems to support the Domesday and post-medieval evidence 
that these two churches were always dependents of Mottisfont. 
For Broughton and Bossington we have, if anything, even 
less evidence. The post-medieval situation is that the 
Treasurer of York held the advowson of Broughton. He also 
held Bossington since it was a chapel o! Broughton.(6 ) The 
medieval evidence tends to support this. Broughton, but not 
Bossington, appears in the Taxatio and matrieula, (1 ) and it was 
the Treasurer of York who presented to the church of Broughton 
in the Middle Ages. That is all we know of the medieval 
churches of Broughton and Bossington. It would seem that a 
church dependent on Mottisfont in 1086 was independent, but 
in the advowson of the patron of the quondam mother church, 
by the thirteenth century. It is possible that the patron 
here deliberately divided the parochia into two smaller ones, 
one centred on the original mother church, the other centred 
on Broughton. At all events, the continuing York control 
(5 ) Baddesley Cartulary (B.M. MS. Loans 29/ 51 ) no. cxli. 
(6 ) V.C.H., Vol. IV, p. 498. 
(1 ) Ree. Comm. (1802) loco eit., ed. C. Deedes, loco eit. 
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here can be taken as evidence to supplement the Domesday evidence 
that the Broughton area was originally subject parochially 
to a mother church at Mottisfont. 
East Tytherley was granted to the Priory of st. Denys 
by Matthew de Columbar, somewhen during the twelfth eentury.(S) 
The grant of church and glebe was in frankalmoign, and no 
mention was made in the charter of grant of the rights of 
Mottisfont, or of those of the Arehbishop. Mottisfont's 
rights, clearly, were extinct here by this time. At about 
this same time Archbishop Wi lliam of York - probably William 
Fitz Herbert - granted West Tytherley to st. Denys.(9) This 
grant was ineffeotive; the bishops registers show West Tytherley 
in the advowson of the lords of the manor. Perhaps Arohbishop 
William 's stormy career is the reason for the ineffeotiveness 
of the grant. Later on the churoh was independent, with the 
advowson in the manor. The sole remnant of previous York 
control was an annual pension of fifteen shillings from West 
Tytherley to York.(lO) However, Archbishop William's mid-
twelfth centur.y charter may be taken as proof that West Tytherley 
was still subordinate at that date. 
For Pittleworth, we have little evidence. It is, 
however, called oapella in 1412, which presumably implies it 
(S) 
(9 ) 
(10) 
Cartulary of St. Denys, B.M. Add MS. 15314, f. lllb. 
B.M. Add MS. 15314, f. l12a. The grant speaks of West 
Tytherley as oapella and a pension of 3/- is reserved to 
Mottisfont as a condition of the grant. 
Reg. Wykeham, ed., Rants Rec. Soc. Vol. (Appendix. 
Taxatio Ecclesiastica ) p. 362. 
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was dependent on some other church then.(ll) It was, in 
the fourteenth century, in the advowson of the lords of the 
manor. By the end of the Middle Ages, after the chapel had 
become disused because of poverty, the area was considered a 
detached part of the parish of Broughton. (12) Probably, 
therefore, like Bossington, this church was, after Domesday, 
dependent on Broughton. There survives very little evidence 
on Pittleworth church from any period. 
For West Dean we have no evidence of suboraination at 
any date, except for the cartographical evidence mentioned 
already. The parish was very small, and was amalgamated with 
the neighbouring Wiltshire parish of West Dean in 14740 All 
our evidence goes to show that, before 1474, the church was 
independent, with the advowson in the manor.(13) 
Mottisfont remained in the advowson of the Treasurers of 
York to the end of the middle ages, and it might be hoped that 
much evidence for the early constitution of the church would 
survive at York. Unfortunately this is not so, and our 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
Bargent Papers B.M. Add MS. 39969, f. 142a. This document, 
a will of 1412, speaks of the chapel (capella) of St. Mary 
of Pittleworth. However, a document of 1347 mentions a 
perSQna ecclesie de Pitelworthe H.R.O. 13M 6S/2 (Mottisfont 
Cartulary II) f. 139b. 
V.C.H. Vol. IV, p. 493. 
Reg. Beauchamp, copied in Bargent Papers B.M. Add MS. 
39964, f. 352a is the document of union. Reg. Courtenay 
and Reg. Beaufort both mention the church as being poor 
and untaxable, but in both cases the church is called 
ecclesia and seems to be independent. Baigent Papers 
B.M. Add MS. 39943, f. 368a. 
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evidence on the extent of the parochia is to all practical 
purposes limited to what we find in Domesday, and to what we 
know of neighbouring mother churches. (14 ) 
To the east of the area subordinate to Mottisfont in 
1086 lie the parishes of Houghton and King's Somborne. King's 
Somborne was a mother church in its own right, and can never 
have been subordinate to Mottisfont. Houghton was an episcopal 
manor. The church is mentioned in Domesday, as an appurtenance 
of the manor, which implies, in this instance, that it was 
independent of Mottisfont at that date, since the bishops seem 
to have refused to allow the churches of their manors to be 
subordinate to any mother church controlled by anyone other than 
themselves. (15) This may, however, be no more than a recent 
change of status. It may have been founded as a dependent of 
a mother church, either of Mottisfont or of King's Somborne, 
before entering episcopal hands. However, no trace of any 
such subordination survives in the records. Houghton was in 
King's Somborne hundred in the eleventh century, and it seems 
reasonable to suppose that, had it ever been a dependent, it 
had been a dependent of King ' s Somborne rather than of 
Mottisfont. The eastern boundary of the block of parishes 
mentioned in the Domesday list probably, therefore, represents 
the eastern boundary of the original paroehia. To the south 
(14 ) 
(15 ) 
I have not been able to discover any reference to the 
Mottisfont area from York sources of a date earlier 
than 1400. 
Dd. VIIb. 
-----
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of the Domesday blo.ck lie the parishes of Sherfield English 
and East Wellow. The churches o£ these parishes were as 
independent of Mottisfont at the earliest date for which we 
have evidence, as they were of Eling, the nearest mother 
church to the south. Neither church is mentioned in Domesday, 
and, in this wooded forest area, it is possible that no 
foundation had been made by then. (16 ) It is possible that 
the area of these parishes was earlier attached to Eling 
rather than Mottisfont, but Sherfield English, and East Wellow, 
like all the churches dependent on Mottisfont, were in Thorngate 
hundred, while Eling was in Redbridge Hundred. Whether this 
forest area was ever a part of the parochia of M~ttisfont is, 
therefore, uncertain but not unlikely. 
The Domesday hundred of Thorngate was an unusual one. 
It was a royal hundred, but!, unlike most Hampshire royal hundreds, 
it was not dominated by one great manor. The southern, Mottisfont, 
part of the hundred was dominated by the royal manor of Broughton.(17) 
The manor of Broughton in Domesday seems to have covered Broughton 
and Mottisfont parishes, and probably a few other areas as well. 
The manor was an old one, paying the £76.16. 8 whi ch seems to 
represent the commuted nights farm. The Domesday name for 
Thorngate hundred is Broughton, again pointing ·to some age and 
considerable importance for this manor. Mottisfont lay in the 
(16 ) The manors are in 12!!.:. XVIIb (Sherfield) and XVIIb (bis ) 
(Wellow) . 
(17) Dd • .!lli. 
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fee of Broughton until late in the Middle Ages. It seems 
clear that the mother church here was connected with the 
royal hundred estate here in the same way as Eling was 
connected with the royal hundred estate of Redbridge. However, 
the northern, Wallop, part of the hundred is dominated by a 
second large royal manor, that of Wallop. This estate was 
also, probably, old, since Domesday tells us that the 3rd penny 
of six hundreds belonged to it.(18) This probably implies 
that it was an ancient comital estate. The holders T.R.E. 
were Earl Harold and the Countess Gueda. It had probably been 
held before them by other Earls and ealdormen. Attached to 
this great comital manor was a wealthy church, with glebe of 
one hide. The question is, whether the parochia of Mottisfont 
ever extended over the Wallop area, or whether its northern 
boundary never extended further than the block of vills ascribed 
to it in Domesday. 
Two rather tenuous pieces of evidence may, perhaps, be 
considered as pointing to an or;l:ginal subordination of this 
Wallop area to Mottisfont. The first is that the Domesday 
entry which refers to Nether Wallop church (the main church of 
the Wallop estate) specifically gives it only one half of both 
the demesne and villein tithe, although it, does give it all the 
churchscot. 
Ibi aecclesia cui pertinet una hida, et medietas 
decimae manerii, et tctum cherset; et de decima 
villanorum. xlvi. denarii, et medietas agrorum. 
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The meaning of this slightly cryptic entry is probably that 
half of the demesne tithe went to the church, and half of 
the greater villein tithe, with 46 pence in lieu of the minor 
villein tithe. However, if Nether Wallop received only half 
of the tithe, it is certain some other church received the 
other half. We have absolutely no evidence as to which 
church this second church was, but the implication that it 
was Mottisfont seems inescapable. 
The second tenuous link is that Henry I gran~ed the 
Treasurer of York the church and glebe of Nether Wallop with 
its dependents.(l9) It is possible that this gift was merely 
coincidental; but, again, it may have been a memory of pas't 
connections with Mottisfont that made the King feel that the 
gift of this church to that distant prebend was a fitting one, 
since it already held the Mottisfont church. 
The grant to York of the Wallop church already mentioned 
included the grant of the church of Grateley, as a chapel of 
Nether Wallop. Grateley was in Andover hundred at the time 
Qf Domesday, as a royal estate. (20) T.R.E. it had been, like 
Wallop, a comital estate. North of Grateley, and separated 
from that parish by the parishes of Quarley and Amport in 
Andover hundred, lie the parishes of Shipton Bellinger and 
(19) 
(20) 
Early Yorks Charters (ed. E. Farrer) Vol. I, no. 120 (1133). 
Dd. !Vb. 
----
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South Tidworth, which form a detached portion of Thorngate 
Hundred. Grateley, although ,in Andover Hundred, appears to 
have been parochially subordinate to Wallop. It is just 
possible, therefore, that the whole of this corner of the 
county, from Q,uarley to Tidworth, was once parochially subject 
to Mottisfont. No trustworthy evidence of this survives, 
however, and it is best to leave the question of the northern 
boundary of this paroehia open. 
A possible hypothetical reconstruction of the history 
of this area is that the whole of the large hundred of Thorngate 
(with the possible exception of Shipton Bellinger and South 
Tidworth) had originally been attached to a very large royal 
estate centred at Broughton and Mottisfont. This estate had 
a suitably wealthy and powerful mother church near its centre, 
at Mottisfont, whose parochia was co-terminous with the hundred. 
This great royal estate was perhaps as large as a two nights 
farm estate. At some stage it was decided to divide the 
estate, and make of the northern half a comital estate. At 
that time the church of the comital estate obviously would have 
become of far greater importance, and the entry in Domesday 
perhaps represents the last flicker of subordination to the 
mother church of the original manor. 
The Domesday reference to Mottisfont church speaks of 
it as having omni consuetudine vivorum et mortuorum, as well 
as its four hide glebe, and 30 pence of external rent. It is 
not necessary to elaborate on this, but it is interesting to 
point out the similarities with the income of the common fund 
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at Christchurch, made up, as we have seen, of land, tithe, 
sepulture, churchscot and alms. 
It is a pity that there are no documents at York to 
throw further light on the late eleventh century situation 
at this church, for Domesday affords us enough light to 
recognise Mottisfont as a typical and wealthy mother church, 
with (probably) at least one interesting dependent, at Wallop, 
but not enough to clarify the details. 
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KING'S SOMBORNE 
King's Somborne church is mentioned in Domesday, but 
the entry is unfortunately brief and uninformative, just 
mentioning the existence of the church and the land it held -
t 
lbi duae aecclesiae quibus perinet dimidia hida 
in elemosina(l) ~ 
There does not survive, as far as I know, any reference 
to this church from the 125 years after Domesday. However, 
during the reign of King John, the church of King's Somborne 
was granted to the newly founded house of Mottisfont by the 
founder, William Briwer. We . have seen, in all the cases 
discussed so far, that the mother church's rights and powers 
had effectively fossilised or atrophied by about the end of 
the twelfth centuryo Great detail, then, is not to be expected 
as to the nature of the church of King 's Somborne from the 
early thirteenth century documents from Mottisfont Priory. 
However sufficient hints can be grasped from these documents 
to throw some interesting light. The various churches of the 
King's Somborne complex were granted to Mottisfont in two main 
stages. The first stage was at the foundation itself. The 
founder, William Briwer, gave the churches of Ashley, Longstock, 
and Stockbridge while his brother, John Briwer, gave the church 
(1) Dd. va. 
-_ . 
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of Little Somborne. A little later William Briwer gave 
King's Somborne church itself, with certain small dependant 
chapels. (2) As usual, these grants are not dateable exactly; 
but Ashley , Longstock, and Little Somborne had been granted 
by 1204, because Bishop Godfrey de Lucy confirmed them.(3) 
King's Somborne was granted after 1208, for a general charter 
of confirmation of that date issued by Bishop Peter des Roches 
does not mention it.(4) 
Somewhen between the first and second group of grants 
the new monastery felt the need to gain the formal consent of 
the rector of King's Somborne to these grants. The rector 
accordingly issued them a charter. 
( 2) 
Omnibus Christi fidelibus presens scriptum 
visuris vel audituris Magister Radulphus de 
Stokes salutem. Noverit universitas vestra 
quod, cum ecclesia de Somborn mihi a Domino 
Willelmo Briwer tanquam patrono fuisset 
concessa, cum capellis de Strata, et Compton, 
et de Stubbis, et omnibus aliis pertinenciis 
eiusdem ecclesie, sicut Ricardus Briwer quondam 
rector eiusdem ecclesie eam plenius et liberius 
. possedi t, Ego, i;t.f.. qua in posterum possi t orir~' j' 
controversi~inter me et Priorem et Canonicos 
de Mottisfont damno sue - qui fUndacionem habent 
H.R.O. 13M 63/2 (Mottisfont Cartulary 2) f. l07b, a grant 
by William Briwer, mentions the grant of Ashley, 
Longstock, Stockbridge, and Little Somborne. H.R.O. 
13M 63/1 (Mottisfont Cartulary 1) f. la is a grant of 
King's Somborne church cum capellis by William Briwer. 
This charter eonfirms the previous grants of Longstock 
and Little Somborne. Willism Briwer's son confirmed 
these various grants H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 110a, b. 
William Briwer, the founder, granted his demesne great 
tithe in King's Somborne before he granted the church 
(H.R~O. 13M 63/2, f. l09a). Probably this, like the 
similar grant by Bishop Henry de Blois to st. Cross of 
the Bishop's Waltham demesne tithe just before the grant 
of Bishop's Waltham church, should be seen as an earnest 
of intent. 
(3) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. l05b. 
(4) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. l04b. 
.' 
ab eodem Willelmo Briwer - quietam clamavi 
predicte Priore et canonicis eeelesiam de 
Stokes, salvis in duobus solidis annuatim 
solvendis ad termi~~asche de eadem ecclesia, 
item et ecclesiam Parva Somborn, cum 
pertinenciis, et ecclesiam de Eseleg, cum 
decimis essartorum dominii eiusdem Willelmi 
Briwerr, tam in Haklei, quam in Somborn(5) 
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It will be noted that the three churches mentioned in 
this charter were none of them in the advowson of the rector 
of King's Somborne. Two were in the advowson of William 
Briwer, and one in the advowson ef his brother; although it 
seems likely that before the Briwers had got possession of 
this area the three churches had been united in the King's 
advowson. They were not in the advowson of the rector of 
King's Somborne, but in the advowson of laymen; neither, clearly, 
did the rector of King's Somborne have any marked power over 
them. Why was this charter of quittance sought from the 
rector? There seems to be no reason 0ther than that King's 
Somborne church had previously beem the mother church of the 
area, and, although its rights and powers were almost defunct 
by the early thirteenth century, the memory of its previous 
importance was still sufficiently alive to make its formal 
acceptance of the new situation worth pursuing. 
This view of rector Ralph's charter is borne out, in 
part, by other thirteenth century charters from the Mottisfont 
Cartularies. Thus we have three mid-thirteenth century legal 
records, and one of a mid-fourteenth century lawsuit. (6 ) All 
(5) 
(6) 
H.R.O. 13M 63/ 2, f. lo6b. 
H.R.O. 13m 63/2, f. 124a (1262) 125a (1268) 121b (1249-
the vicarage endowment) 125b (1339). 
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four give an almost identical picture of the places regarded 
at that date as chapels of King's Somborne. These lists do 
not include all the churches mentioned above, but all four 
include in their lists of chapels Little Somborne, Stockbridge, 
and Compton Monceaux.(7) One (from 1268) includes the small 
chapel of 'Stubbis' as well. The interest of these lists 
lies in the inclusion of Little Somborne as a chapel of King's 
Somborne. It is clear that Little Somborne church was 
indistinguishable in kind from Ashley and Longstock churches 
in the early thirteenth century. Neither the grant by John 
Briwer nor the quitclaim by the rector mention any peculiar 
subjection of Little Somborne to King's Somborne, yet these 
later lawsuits speak of it as identical with places like Compton 
Monceaux or 'Stubbis' which were never other than totally 
From this same period we also have recoris of other 
lawsui ts in which one only of this group is called 
capella. Thus a 1260 composition between Mottisfont 
and Romsey deals with the minor tithe and alms 
pertaining ad capellam de Compton que predicte ecclesie 
de Somborn est annexa, and this was sealed in capella 
Stokbrigge (H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 122b. Other documents 
of the Compton dispute are at f. 123a and H.R.O. l3M 63/1, 
f. 56b). A dispute of 1247 betwee~,Mottisfont as 
rectors of King's Somborne and the ~deacon about 
ecclesia de Parva Somborn was heard before Bishop 
William de Ralegh (who had been rector of King's Somborne) 
was settled with the Archdeacon's agreement that Little 
Somborne was a chapel of King's Somborne (H.R.O. 13M 63/2, 
f. 106b). Disputes about capella Sancti Ruwaldi de la 
Stuble are at H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 121a, 122a. 
I . 1 . 
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subservient chapels.(8) Clearly, if a chapel, it was still 
not a totally subservient place. The evidence points to a 
dependency considerably less than total - points, in fact, to 
a survival of a mother church/ dependent relationship. Little 
Somborne, then, was still considered to be dependent in the 
fourteenth century. In the twelfth century it was of the same 
status as Ashley and Longstock. Probably the dependency of 
Little Somborne was a survival of a dependency once shared by 
the whole group of churches earlier. Other early Mottisfont 
charters mention both King's Somborne and its chapels, and 
'other churches', and these charters include Little Somborne 
among the 'other churches'; by implication, it was not as 
dependent as the places called ehapels.(9) 
The three chapels of King's Somborne mentioned in the 
rector's quitclaim quoted above - Compton, street, and 'Stubbis' -
(8) However, despite this, a number of thirteenth and 
foUrteenth century documents speak of parochia de 
Compton. H.R.O. 13M 63/ 2, f. 66a speaks of the 
hamlet of Brook in Compton parish, as do charters on 
f. 86b and 88a. Nether Eldon was also in Compton 
parish according to a charter on f. 77a. Other 
mentions of Compton parish are on f. 69a-75b. Other 
charters, on the -other hand, as specifically place 
Compton (f. 87a), Brook (f. 80b) and Nether Eldon 
(f. 83a, b) in King's Somborne paris~. Presumably 
the southern part of King's Somborne was served by 
a chaplain at Compton, although still within King's 
Somborne parish. There can be little doubt of the 
subservience of Compton to King's Somborne, despite 
these mentions of a paris~. 
(9) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 110a, f. llla. 
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are not easily identifiable today.(lO) Compton is clearly 
identifiable. Immediately adjacent to the manor-house of 
Compton Monceaux, a mile or so south of King's Somborne, is 
a field called 'Chapel Fmeld' in the 1833 Tithe MaP,(ll) and 
this field must be the site of the medieval chapel of Compton. 
'Stubbis' is not so clearly identifiable. The Ti the Map 
mentions a 'Stable Field' between Compton and King's Somborne. 
This field is adjacent to the hamlet of Horsebridge, and 
traversed by the Winchester - Salisbury Roman Road. 'Stubbis' 
may be an early name for Horsebridge. If not, the site of 
this ohapel is probably not now identifiable. Street is 
presumably a hamlet along a major road. Usually this would 
be a Roman road. The only Roman road in the area is that 
from Winchester to Salisbury, which passes about one mile to 
the south of King's Somborne. Furthermore the Road was 
definitely in twelfth century use - most of it is still in 
use - and the Briwer's built a castle to guard it at Ashley. 
The only hamlet on the road in the area was Horsebridge, where 
the road crosses the Test. However, the present main road, 
crossing the river north of King's Somborne, at Stockbridge, 
(10) As so many other totally dependent chapels without 
persona they were quietly destroyed at the Reformation, 
usually without a record of the destruction surviving. 
Several hundred such chapels were so destroyed of which 
the sites and exact status of all but a handful remain 
quite obscure. This thesis does not discuss the 
interesting problems poswd by these completely dependent 
chapels in general. The lack of documentation for 
most of them make. a discussion of them extremely 
difficul t. All chapels known to me in Hampshire are 
included in the list of churches at Appendix I. 
(11) In the Hampshire Record Office. 
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was also in use at this time. The Stockbridge crossing 
must have been in use by the end of the century, when we 
V\ 
hear of bur~al life at Stockbridge. The Stockbridge road 
could hardly have been called strata, but the town itself, 
built on a broad and paved causeway (still known as Stockbridge 
Street) across the Test marshes may have been called Strata. 
Stockbridge parish is of the classic, small, indented shape, 
at the extremity of a larger parish, which seems to mark 
twelfth century new urban foundations.(12) If it had been 
a fully dependent chapel of King's Somborne in the twelfth 
century, this could not be considered surprising. One early c 
charter ranks Stockbridge with Ashley, Longstock, and Little 
Somborne, presumably as a,. dependent church or parochial 
chapel. (13) Most, however, regard Stockbridge as on a par 
with Compton and Little Somborne as a full chapel of King's 
Somborne.(14) Perhaps the best way of looking at this is to 
assume Strata and Stockbridge to be one and the same, with 
Stookbridge being originally a fully dependent ohapel of King's 
(12) Burghal life in Stockbridge began at about 1200. For 
the early lustory of this borough see M.W. Beresford 
New towns of the Middle Ages (1967). Against this is 
a oharter of Henry VIII which grants th~ vioarage of 
Stockbridge and Strete, as though they were distinct 
although oonnected. H.R.O. 13M 63/4 (Mottisfont Deeds). 
(13) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 107b. 
(14) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 124a, 125a, 125b, 121b (the vicarage 
endowment). The omission of Stockbridge from most 
early general oonfirmation charters (for instanoe, those 
at H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 110a, IlIa, 104b, and 105b and 
in Sir Christo her Hatton's Book of Seals, (Northants 
Reo. Soo. Vol. XV p. 325 points in the same direction. 
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Somborne. As the town there grew up, the chapel may have 
been allowed to develop its own persona, and so to have become 
a parochial chapel. All in all, it is best to assume that 
the charter evidence supports the clear cartographical 
evidence of early inferiority, and that Stockbridge parish was 
at some date cut out of King's Somborne parish. 
The parishes of King's Somborne and its known dependents 
cover about half the hundred of King's Somborne; the part not 
so covered consisting of the parishes of Romsey, Timsbury, 
Leckford, Houghton, Farley Chamberlayne, and Upper Eldon. 
There can be l~ttle doubt that the minute parish of Upper 
Eldon, which is almost surrounded by that of King's Somborne, 
was once part of it. A judicial act of 1298, consisting of 
a recognition by the rector of Upper Eldon that he was bound 
to pay a pension of two shillings a year to Mottisfont tanguam 
rectoribus ecclesie de Sumburn, is almost certainly to be read 
as evidence of past dependence.(15) Houghton, as an episcopal 
church, and Leckford, as a church of the Nunnaminster in 
Winchester were both probably independent from an early date. 
Isolated episcopal manors in Hampshire such as Houghton never 
show traces of subordination to~mother church 
in our - late - documents. Probably the fact of episcopal 
ownership brought the church into a direct relationship with 
the bishop and cathedral church, and over-rode any existing 
mother church relationship. Certainly the Hampshire evidence 
(15 ) H.R.O. 13M 63/2, f. 68b. 
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suggests that the churches of episcopal manors owed allegiance 
ei ther to episcopal mother churches, or direc.t to the Old 
Minster. In such circumstances, it is unprofitable to attempt 
to speculate on any mother church relationship between King's 
Somborne and Houghton - if any had existed it must have 
disappeared long before the date of our earliest surviving 
documents. 
Leckford is in a similar position, owing to the anomalous 
constitution of the Nunnaminster.(16) 
ss 
(16) The internal constitution of the royal Anglo-Saxon We~ex 
nunneries is of huge interest, and deserves a study to 
itself. All the major Anglo-Saxon royal nunneries 
(Nunnaminster, Wherwell, Romsey, and Shaftesbury) seem to 
have had similar constitutions. The core, of course, was 
the community of nuns. These communities lived a life 
according to the usual sort of customs and traditions; 
enclosed (more or less), corporate, and living in community. 
Their religious needs were met - again as usual - by chaplain~ 
who said Mass for them and heard their confessio~. These 
chaplains were attached to but formed no part of the community. 
However, unlike the usual practice, there existed in these 
houses, alongside the community of women, a group of secular 
prebendarls. These prebendarl~ had seats in choir and 
chapter and a voice in the election of Abbess. Indeed, 
from medieval accounts of election, it is clear they had a 
very important, formal, part to play in elections. 
(Bai gent Papers, B.M. Add 39974, f. 66a (1523) shows this 
for Romsey. B.M., f. l84b, Egerton 2l04A and F. 39 (Wherwell 
Cartulary) shows it for Wherwell). 
It might be thought that these prebends represent an 
early endowment to provide for the religious needs of the 
nuns - predercessors, in fact, of the ohaplains. This 
does not, however, appear to be the case. In every case 
the prebends are connected with the parochial side of the 
church. Nowhere, for instance, were the chaplains appointed 
by the prebends - they were in the Abbess' gift. In each 
case the prebends received the tithe and alms of the parishes 
attached to the convent ohurch, and appointed the parochial 
(as distinct from the conventual) chaplains, who later 
became regularised as their vicars. The prebends were not 
in the monastery's advowson, but the King's. In one case, 
a prebend at Romsey was even granted -to another monastery 
- Edington - so that the Abbess had to contend not only 
with secular men in her chapter, but also with the prior of 
another, male, religious house. The duties of the 
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There can be little doubt that ecclesiastically a 
Nunnaminster manor would look to its prebendary at the 
'parochial' altar of Nunnaminster as its mother church. 
Like an isolated episcopal manor, a Nunnaminster estate would 
lose any mother church dependence when it was granted to that 
(16) It. ' prebendaris are described in considerable detail in B.M. 
Egerton 2104A, f. 39a seq. An exactly similar situation 
is found in the sketchier Romsey records in Baigent 
Papers B.M. Add 39974, f. la seq. And see H.S.D. Liveing, 
Records of Romsey Abbey. The distinction between prebendal 
parish and conventual chapel was clearly spelled out by 
the annual procession made by prebendary and people from 
the parish altar in the nave to the High Convent altar 
on the Feast of the Dedication. These processions, 
known from both Romsey and Wherwell, (Reg. Wykeham, f. 65b 
(1371) from Baigent Papers B.M. Add 39974, f. 148a (Romsey) 
and B.M. Egerton 2104A, f. 41) seem to be identical with 
the processions to the mother church known from Southampton 
and Christchurch. In these processions the prebendaries, 
leading their parishioners, were received at the High 
Altar by the conventual chaplain, representing the Abbesso 
All in all it is the separation from rather than the union 
between, convent and prebends which is most noticeable. 
At Shaftesbury, Wherwell, and ,Romsey, large areas, 
of more than one parish, depended on the parochial altar 
in the Abbey church as their mother church. The prebendal 
communities there, serving those parochial altars, look 
very like remnants of a community serving those mother 
churches from before the tenth century foundation of the 
nunneries. If these nunneries were founded in existing 
(or, more likely, originally alongside) mother churches 
which needed to continue to have their old group of seculars 
to serve them, then the curious parochial nature of these 
prebends and their seats in choir become meaningful. (In 
fact the nuns of Wherwell were themselves unsure whether 
the monastery was founded in a pre-existing prebendal church 
or vice versa. B.M. Egerton 2l04A, f. 41.) 
The Nunnaminster had no one area surrounding it 
dependent on such a parochial altar as its mother church. 
All the land around Winchester was episcopal, and was 
parochially dependent on the Old Minster. However, the 
scattered Nurinaminster estates were grouped ecclesiastically 
into secular prebends, whose holders sat in choir in the 
same way as the prebendaries at the other nunneries. 
Probably this js just a copying of the other AnglO-Saxon 
nunneries - by the time Nunnaminster was founded, this 
constitution must have been considered the proper one for 
a nunnery. 
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house. Hence, any mother church dependence that might 
originally have existed at Leckford, must have been broken 
when that estate was granted to Nunnaminster in 947 x 955.(17) 
Farley Chamberlayne is one of the remotest parishes in 
the whole county. Even now it is almost surrounded by forest 
- Parnholt Wood to the west, Crab Wood to the north, and 
Ampfield Wood to the south. In the eleventh and twelfth 
le$ 
centurf this must have been even more noticeable. Farley, 
in fac~, was in the very centre of the forest of Bere Ashley. 
There was a manor here in DomeSday,(18) but the church is not 
mentioned until the end of the thirteenth century.(19) As 
with so many forest villages, the Church may well be a late 
foundation, and may never have had any real subordinate status, 
the area of the parish before the foundation of the ohurch being 
only loosely connected with a mother Church. 
The parishes of Timsbury and Romsey are separated from 
the rest of the hundred of King's Somborne by the parish of 
Michelmersh. Michelmersh is part of Buddlesgate hundred (the 
main Old Minster hundred). It is, however, separated from the 
rest of Buddlesgate hundred by Bere Ashley Forest. Buddlesgate 
(17) W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum No. 825, A.T. Robertson, 
Anglo-Saxon Charters, no. 29. 
(18) 
(19) 
Dd. XXIllb. 
This is the probable date of an inquisition into the 
rights of the Hospital of st. Cross, Winchester, which 
mentions a pension from Farley (B.M. Harl. M.S. 1616, f. 156). 
The Churoh appears also at about this time in the earliest 
Winchester bishops registers. 
'i 
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lies on the western bank of the Itchen; Michelmersh in the 
valley of the Test. Cartographically, it looks possible 
that Michelmersh was originally part of King's Somborne 
hundred, and was detached when it was granted to the Old 
Minster. A charter of William Briwer in the Saint Swithuns 
Letter Book 11, in which he quits the bishop's and prior's 
men of any suit of court to his hundred of King's Somborne 
probably refers to men of the priory manor at Michelmersh, 
for there is no other priory manor which by any stretch of 
the imagination could be considered likely to owe suit of 
court to King's Somborne. (20) This can be read as evidence 
that Michelmersh had once been in King's Somborne hundred. 
In any oase, as a priory manor from early days, ne record 
survives of any dependence. 
A convent of nuns was founded at Romsey in 907.(21) 
Like Nunnaminster, this convent had a group of prebendaries 
serving th~ parochial altar. The very large parish of Romsey, 
and the smaller parish of Timsbury, both looked to this 
parochial altar in their mother church.(22) As might be 
expected, no evidence of subordination to Mottisfont survives 
from this area. Indeed, our evidence shows us Timsbury 
unmistakably looking to Romsey as a mother church. It is 
(20) H.R.O. 13M 63/1, f. 52b. 
(21) H.G.D. Liveing, Records of Romsey Abbey, p. 11. 
(22) Baigent Papers B.M. Add MS. 39974, f. 1 seq. has many 
documents showing the subordination of Timsbury to the 
parochial altar of st. Lawrence within the monastery, 
and the rectors of Romsey itself were the two 
co-prebendaries of st. Lawrence. 
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unprofitable to attempt to theorise as to the pre 907 
parochial situation here; whether Romsey and Michelmersh 
were once part of King's Somborne hundred and parochia; 
only being separated on the alienation to the bishop and 
founding of the nunnery respectively; or whether Romsey was 
in itself a mother church before the nunnery was founded in 
it. In the face of the loss of almost all the Romsey 
documents there is no evidence either w.ay. 
The land to the west of the area in question lay in the 
parochia of Mottisfont, already discussed. To the north lay 
Wherwell, which, like Romsey, mayor may not have been in 
existence as a mother church before the foundation of the 
nunnery here in the tenth century. In the case of Wherwell, 
hmwever, the large numbers of dependent churches, the late date 
of foundation of the nunnery (986), and the fact that the 
dependent churches form the hunared of Wherwell, make it 
unlikely that there was no ehurch here before 986.(23) If 
this is so, then Wherwell .must have been an ancient mother 
church in which a nunnery was founded, and the area of the 
parish of Wherwell is unlikely ever to have been subject to 
King's Somborne. To the south and east the land belonged to 
the Old Minster, and most of it, as part of the manor of 
Chilcomb, had done so from very early dayso These lands had 
probably always been attached parochially to Winchester, 
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rather than to any other mother church.(24) Chilbolton 
had only come into episcopal hands in 934,(25) but had 
probably not been attached to King's Somborne earlier, as 
it looks more to the north and Whitchurch, than to the south 
and King's Somborne. The bounds of the area described in 
the documents of the reign of John, therefore, together with 
Upper Eldon and, perhaps, in very early days, Romsey, Farley 
Chamberlayne, Houghton and Leckford, should probably be seen 
as the original bounds of the parochia from the earliest days. 
The paroehia of King's Somborne was connected with the 
royal hundred manor of that name, in the usual manner. The 
manor was the largest in the hundred, covering most of the 
parishes of King's Somborne (with the exception of Upper 
Somborne and Compton Monceaux), Stockbridge, and Ashley. It 
was alienated in 1190 to the Briwer family, and with the manor 
went the hundred and church. (26) The parish, again following 
the usual pattern, was a large one, six miles long, and about 
four wide. The shape of the parish is rather complicated, 
and suggests at once that the parishes of Ashley, Upper Eldon, 
and, perhaps, Little Somborne, have been cut out of it. The 
(24) See below p.~505~ 
( 25 ) B.M. Add MS. 15350 (Cartulary of st. Swithuns) f. 94b, 
W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, 705, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex Diplomaticus, 1110. The ch~ter seems to be 
interpolated, but the fact of a grant at about this date 
seems certain. 
(26) V.C.H. Vol. IV, p. 469. 
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church was wealthy, being worth £48.13.4. a year in 1291.(27) 
Only a half a hide of endowment is mentioned in Domesday, 
and that was s~ed by two ohurches.(28) The wealth of the 
J'\. 
church in 1291 leads one to suppose that the Domesday entry 
can only include a portion of the endowment actually existing 
in the eleventh century. Since the half hide is described 
as being held in elemosina, it seems possible that other land 
held under different foms of tenure has been ignored. 
(27) 
( 28) 
Taxatio Pape N4cholai, p. 210 (Rec. Comm. 1802). 
Dd. Vb. 
---
.' 
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WINCHESTER 
The central area of the county - the Itchen valley 
ar<l>und Winchester - seems originally to have been parochially 
subject to the bishop's church itself; the Old Minster. A 
tradi tion of the Old Minster had it that the first gift to 
the Old Minster by its founder Cenwalh was the estate of 
Worthy. (1) Finberg has shown that this estate must be the 
same as the later estate of Chilcombe.(2) Since the Old 
Minster had· no deeds of grant either for the particular 
villages of this estate, or for the estate as a whole, despite 
the propensity to forgery of that house, it seems likely that 
this area was indeed an early grant. This estate is described 
in two pre-Conquest charters,(3) one of 980 x 1001, and one of 
unknown date.(4) These two charters, which are in essentials 
identical, give the names of the various villages that made up 
the Chilcombe estate, with the number of hides in each. These 
villages lie along the south and east banks of the river 
Itchen, fr<l>m Tichborne to Bishopstoke, with Otterbourne on 
the west bank, and two detached areas, Chilbolton, and Nursling 
(1) This tradition is expressed, for instance, in Register of 
Bishop John de Pontissara, ed. C. Deedes, Vol. II, p. 609, 
and in Annales Wintonie (Rolls Ser.) p. 4. 
H.P.R. Finberg, The Early Charters of Wessex (1964) appendix. 
B.M. Add MS. 15350 (st. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 6, printed 
F.E. Harmer, Anglo-Saxon Writs (1952) no. 107, and f. 6, 
printed Harmer, OPe cit., no. 395. 
These charters are discussed in F.W. Maitland, Domesday 
Book and Beyond, ed. E. Miller (1960) p. 570. 
• I . 
c.~V\..k\V~. ""\Yle.~ 
~ 'l<.e. ~c:1. - ,""Al 
0'1\ 
251 
to the north-west and south-west. Deeds of grant do exist 
for some of these villages, but it is possible that these 
grants really represent confirmations.(5) The Domesday 
estate of Chilcombe, however, did not lie in this same area. 
Assuming that all episcopal manors in this area that are not 
mentioned in Domesday, and which cannot reasonably be ascribed 
to any other estate, were parts of the manor of Chilcombe, 
then that estate lay, in Domesday, to the west of the Itchen, 
and covered the v.illages of Compton, Sparkford, Hursley, 
Michelmersh, Sparsholt, ~ttleton, Lainston, and Weeke, as 
well as Chilcombe, Morestead, and Winnall on the east bank. 
Tichborne and Cheriton on the east bank are also not mentioned 
in Domesday, but they are perhaps more likely to have formed 
part of the episcopal estate of Alresford rather than the st. 
Swithun's estate of Chilcombe. By the time of Domesday the 
lands which had made up the Chilcombe estate of 984 x 1001 had 
been clearly differentiated from the lands of the Domesday 
Chilcombe. The old lands were being held by the bishOP,(6) 
the Domesday lands by the Old Minster.(7) It is possible that 
this division was older than this, and that the 984 x 1001 
(5) 
(6 ) 
(7) 
B.M. Add MS. 15350 (St. Swithuns Cartulary) f. 113 
(Nursling, 877) printed W. de G. Birch, Cartularium 
Saxoni cum , no. 544; f. 114 (Avington, possibllf including 
Ovington, 961), printed Birch, OPe cit., no. 1068; f. 72 
(Easton, 961), printed Birch, OPe cit., no. 1076; f. 94 
(Chilbolton, 934), printed Birch, Ope cit., no. 705-6. 
Dd. VIa (Kilmeston, Twyford (bis), Easton) VIb (Bishopstoke, 
Kilmeston). Alresford is at Dd. VIa~ of the old lands 
Nursling and Chilbolton were being held by the Old Minster. 
Dd. VIlla (Chilcombe). 
at Dd. VlIIa. 
Chilbolton and Nursling are also 
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description only deals with part of the Chilcombe estate of 
that date; only, in fact, with that portion of the estate held 
at that date by the bishop. Certainly the lack of deeds for 
the Domesday Chilcombe lands makes them, as well as the lands 
of the 984 x 1001 estate, look like an estate held by the Old 
Minster from oonsiderable antiquity.(8) It seems likely that 
the original Worthy estate, oalled Chilcombe by the tenth 
century was divided into episoopal and priory portions during 
the tenth century. The two charters, on this hypothesis, 
would refer only to the episcopal portion, Domesday only to the 
priory portion, of what had once been a single estate. The 
whole, therefore, both the lands on the eastern bank, and the 
lands of the western bank, probably existed as a unit in the 
earliest days, despite the apparent divergence between the 
Chilcombe of 984 x 1001 and that of Domesday. On neither bank 
can anything be seen even remotely like a mother church. On 
the contrary, all the churches of this area are poor and small, 
and almost all are mentioned in Domesday as manorial appurtenants.(9) 
(8) A charter of grant exists only for the rather isolated 
Michelmersh, B.M. Add MS. 15350 (St. Swithun's Cartulary) 
f. 113 (985) printed in J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, 
no. 652. 
(9) Alresford had 3 churches (Dd. VIa), probably those of Old 
Alresford, Tichborne, and Cheriton, although it is possible 
that one of the three was Medstead, lCilmeston (Vlb) Twyford 
(VIa) and Bishopstoke (Vlb) churches are mentioned. Two 
churches are mentioned on Easton Manor; probably those of 
Easton and Avington. Ovington church is mentioned on the 
Old Minster manor (VIlla), as are Nursling and Chilbolton 
churches (VIlla). Chilcombe manor had no less than nine 
churches. It covered eleven later parishes. Of the 
eastern bank, episcopal, areas only Beauworth, Owslebury 
and Otterbourne (on the western bank, but part of the 
episcopal manor) are unmentioned. They were probably not 
yet founded by the time of Domesday. All these churches 
were ordinary manorial churches, with the wealthiest 
being Twyford which was worth 5/-. 
I 
I 
J 
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A few stray pieoes of evidenoe survive whioh, while 
being in general ambiguous, point to the Old ~linster itself 
being the mother churoh for this area. The earliest dooument 
dates from 1158. It is a solemn charter of Bishop Henry de 
Blois, issued on the ocoasion of the translation of the bodies 
of previous kings and bishops from the old church into the 
new one. The charter reads 
Ad quorum anniversarium singulis annis sollempniter 
oelebrandum manerium de Clive et omnes capellas 
de Chiltecumba illam videlicet de Chiltecumba 
illam de Morstede illam de Albo Monasterio 'illam 
de Cumtona illam de Wika assensu Prioris et tooius 
conventus conoessit.(lO) 
A seoond oharter of 1171 repeated this grant in almost identical 
Another charter of Bishop Henry mentions the 
chapels of Chilcombe. This charter does not specify the 
chapels in detail. It is in fact a charter almost in writ 
form, addressed to the archdeacon and the clergy and people 
of the diocese. It runs 
Noverit prudentia vestra nos concessisse DOmino, 
Gaufrido Priori et Conventui eoolesie sancti 
Swithuni Wint' liberas et quietas capellas que 
sunt infra manerio eorum de Chiltecumba in 
proprios usus et pauperum in anniversariis 
benefactorum eoclesie. 
This charter is undated, but is quite, likely of 1158.(12) 
We learn a little more of these chapels of Chilcombe from 
an interesting visitation document of 1331 wherein the bishop 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
B.M. Add MS. 29436 (st. Swithuns Cartulary II) f. 28a. 
B.M. Add MS. 29436, f. 27a, Winohester D. & C. Munim. 
(st. Swithuns Cartulary) F. la, printed in A.W. Goo~an 
Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral (1927) no. 3. 
B.M. Add MS. 29436, f. 28a. Winchester D. & C. Munim, 
f. lb. printed in Goodman, OPe cit., no. 5. 
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signifies his consent to the monks of the Old Minster holding 
certain specified tithe and other rather unusual ecolesiastical 
incomes. (13) The document is long, and not worth reproducing 
in full. It is rather obscure, but a charter of Henry I of 
1114 throws some light on some of its sections.(14) The 1114 
charter is a royal confirmation 0f the complex series of 
interrelated quitclaims by the bishop and the New Minster 
necessitated by the move of the New Minster from its old site 
adjacent to the Cath~dral to its new site outside the walls on 
land previously episcopal. The monks promised various services 
in return for the land. Among them, they promised that each 
st. James day, 4 monks would go to the Cathedral, where they 
would join the bishop's procession and go with it outside the 
walls to the church of St. James beyond the castle. The 
'station' (stacio) of the New Minster would be held at st. 
James. 
The 1331 document mentions a number of other 'stations'. 
Stations on the feast of the dedication of the church in 
question were mentioned in this document as being held by the 
monks of the Old Minster at St. Giles On the Hill, st. Faith, 
and st. Katherine. Presumably these stations were held in 
the same way as the st. James station described in 1114, with 
(13) Winchester D. & C. Munim. (st. Swithuns Charter Eook I) 
f. 38. 
(14) Winchester D. & C. Munim. (St. Swithuns Charter Eook I) 
f. 39, printed Calendar of the Charter Rolls, Vol. Ill, 
p. 345. Another copy of this charter is in E.M. Cotton 
Domitian A XIV (Hyde Cartulary 11) f. 22a. 
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the bishop (if present) and the monks of the Cathedral 
going in procession to the church in question. Presumably 
the monks would then take the church over and receive the 
alms given on the feast day. Otherwise the right to hold 
the stations would scarcely have been included in a document 
dealing with rights of income. The 1331 document~ also 
mentions two other churches where the income of the church 
was received by the Old Minster on the feast of the dedication 
- st. Maurice, and the st. James mentioned in the 1114 charter. 
Presumably these two churches had 'stations' as well, although 
the word stacio is not used in this charter about these two 
churches. These five churches were all (except st. Maurice, 
which stood in the High street of WInchester) suburban churches 
outside Winchester, the furthest from the city being st. Giles, 
about It miles out. There can be little doubt that these 
five churohes looked direotly to the Cathedral as their mother 
churoh. Certainly the aotion of the monks here is the action 
of the clergy of a mother church to a chapel, not the aotion 
of the clergy of a cathedral to a church of the diocese. It 
is true that both the Regularis Concordia(15) and the Lanfranc 
constitutions(16) envisage processions of monks from the 
monastery out to local ohurches on partioular ocoasions. The 
processions of the Regularis Conoordia, however, are for 
(15 ) 
(16) 
Ed. T. Symons (1953) p. 32. 
The Monastic Constitutions of Lanfranc, ed. D. Knnwles 
(1951) p. 49. 
-' 
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Candlemass and Ash Wednesday. vlhile the collect of the 
saint is said at the church, there is no hint of oblations 
being received. The Lanfranc constitutions envisage 
processions on the Rogation days, and these are a little more 
like the Winchester processions, as Mass was said in the 
churches visited. But these Rogationtide processions were 
definitely not connected with the churches being visited, but 
with more widespread liturgical requirements of the church at 
The papal stations at Rome are another interesting 
parallel, but again, these are not so much connected with the 
church visited, as with the feasts of the church as a whole. 
However, as has been said, these five churches are all Winchester 
city churches, and, while they show that there was an area 
subject to Winchester as its mother church, it goes little way 
to showing us how large an area was so subject. 
The 1331 document also has some information on sepulture 
which is of interest in this context. At St. Jarnes outside 
the castle, st. Giles, and St. Anastasius (all suburban churches) 
the Old Minster had the right to use the cemeteries for the 
burial of whom they wished - ius sepeliendi corpora mortuorum 
quorumcumgue prout sibi placuerit in cimiterio. Furthermore, 
the Old Minster had the right to collect all sepUlture and 
offerings of wax and cloth made at any burial in the city and 
suburbs, and at any burial in the Chilcombe area. In addition, 
no burial could take place in the city and suburbs without the 
licence of the Prior or sacrist. 
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Item, omnes cereos et pannos delatos et 
provenientes cum oorporibus mortuorum quorumcumque 
ad ecclesias seu capellas civitatis et suburbii 
Wynton' post missarum inibi celebracionem per ipsis 
percipiendos et habendos. Item, omnes cereos et 
pannos delatos et provenientes cum corporibus 
mortuorum ad ecclesias seu capellas de Mourstede, 
Chyltecoumbe, Wyke et Wynhale post missarum inibi 
celebracionem per ' ipsis percipiendos et habendos 
•••• o.Item, sepulturam et ius sepeliendi corpora 
quorumcumque infra fines seu limites aut parochias 
ecclesiarum et capellarum parochiarum civitatis et 
suburbii Wynton' decedencium ade0 quod rectores aut 
capellani ecclesiarum et capellarum predictarum 
corpora huius inibi decedencium ad sepulturam in 
ecclesiis vel capellis antedictis aut cimiteriis 
earumdem admittere non possint nec debent nisi de 
liceneia Prioris aut Sacriste dicte ecclesie 
Cathedralis in ea parte petita et obtenta 
The 1158 charter already quoted gives de Albo Monasterio, 
IZ.-
Morestead, Chilcombe, Compton and Week$ as the chapels of the 
manor of Chilcombe. The 1331 document shows one of them 
receiving a full station (St. James beyond the castle and the 
church de Albo Monasterio being the same), and shows that the 
others (exoept Compton) were tied to the Old Minster in all 
questions of sepulture. Since sepulture was often reserved 
as a payment to the mother church from otherwise independent 
daughter ohurches - as we saw at Christchurch - it seems clear 
that the 1158 charter called the churches of Chilcombe chapels 
because they were direct dependents of the Old Minster. 
Winnall, mentioned in the 1331 document, does not appear in the 
1155 list of Chilcombe chapels. It is possible that the church 
of this tiny and very poor parish was founded after 1158. 
Thus Winchester city, its suburbs, and the ring of small 
rural parishes a few miles from the walls were all within the 
parochia of the Old Minster regarded as a mother church nather 
IH£ Ol-~ tv\ \N$,£R 
'~o,j F..L.FTH 
I'N -on/£" 
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than a Cathedral. Probably this parochia was once larger, 
but we have less clear evidence for this. The 1158 charter 
speaks of five chapels within the manor of Chilcombe. Domesday, 
however, mentions nine churches (aecclesiae) on the manor.(l~) 
Unfortunately, we do not have any proof as to where they stood. 
We have seen that the Domesday manor covered at least Compton, 
Sparkford, Hursley, Mitchelmersh, Sparsholt, Littleton, Lainston, 
We eke , Chilcombe, Morestead, and Winnall - eleven parishes in 
all. Assuming Winnall was not then founded (as we have seen 
there is some slight evidence that it was founded after 1158), 
then there are ten parishes. Lainston is the smallest rural 
Hampshire parish, being of only 120,000 square yards. It 
consists solely of Lainston House, park and farm, and can never 
have been other than a private chapel of the manorial family 
raised to the rank of a parish by the particular grace of the 
bishop. (18) We know next to nothing of this church, but it 
is fair to assume, perhaps, that it is a relatively late 
foundation. Assuming it, too, was not founded by Domesday, 
the nine Domesday Chilcombe churches were presumably the 
churches of the nine remaining parishes. Sparkford was the 
parish immediately south of the city, originally perhaps served 
from the church of St. James (de Albo Monasterio, beyond the 
(17) Dd. VIlla. 
(18) Almost nothing is known of this church, which has stood 
ruined and unused since Tudor times. The present 
Lainston park is in fact larger than the parish, which 
presumably records an earlier stage in the growth of the 
park. Lainston lies on the outskirts of Sparsholt 
village, the two churches being about half a mile apart. 
Lainston was held of the bishop, and probably the oratory 
of the manor was made a parish church as a reward for 
services to his lord by the owner of the estate at some 
date in the twelfth century. 
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Castle) which stood on the main Romsey road, but from 1349 was 
served from the chapel of the hospital of St. Cross.)(19) 
We have seen that, of these ten parishes, five, Sparkford, 
Chilcombe, M~restead, Weeke, and Winnall, were clearly dependents 
of the Old Minster from the 1331 evidence. From the twelfth 
century evidence it is clear that Compton had originally been 
at one with the other Chilcombe chapels, and was probably 
therefore originally a dependent of the Old Minster.(20) Perhaps 
the 'station' of the New Minster monks implies that the parish 
of Abbots Barton (served from the capella ante portas) was also 
originally dependent territory of the Old Minster. Littleton 
was a priory manor, as we have seen - a part of the Domesday 
Chilcombe. The church was appropriated to the Old Minster 
early in the twelfth century. (21) This appropriation was 
complete - there was no vicarage, only temporary feed chaplains. 
The 1331 charter describes this as 
(19) 
( 20) 
(2l) 
Ec.clesiam de Lytell ton in proprios usus in quo 
capellanus parochialis ad deserviendum eidem 
ponitur ad voluntatem eorumdem et sic amovetur 
nullo in eadem vicarie instituto prout est 
usitatum tempore supradicto 
Muniments of st. Cross Hospital, Liber Secundus Sancti 
Crucis, f. 27b. The union of the hospital vdth the 
church of St. Mary Sparkford was a result of the Black 
Death which had taken the bulk of the Sparkford population. 
B.M. Add MS. 29436 (St. Swithuns Cartulary 11) f. 28a; 
f. 27a, Winchester D. & C. Munim. (st. Swithuns Cartulary) 
f. la, printed in A.W. Goodman, Chartulary of Winchester 
Cathedral (1926) no. 3. 
It had been appropriated by 1171 when Bishop Henry de Blois 
general confirmation charter to St. Swithuns mentioned the 
appropriation. B.M. Add MS. 29436 , f. 27a, Winchester 
D. & C. Munim, f. la, printed in Goodman, Ope cit., no. 3. 
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Wholescale appropriations of this sort are not common. It 
is, perhaps, possible to see behind this appropriation a former 
mother-daughter relationship. This can only be described as 
guesswork. However, it remains certain that Domesday speaks 
of all the churches of this area as chapels. It equates, that 
is to say, those churches which are unequivocally dependent in 
the twelfth and fourteenth centuries with those which do not 
seem to exhibit any traces of dependence at a later date. This 
can be taken as evidence that in Domesday all these ohurches were 
of the same status - which can scarcely have been other than 
that of dependent of the Old Minster. 
Assuming that the Domesday nine Chilcombe churches were 
all dependents, and assuming that the nine churches are those of 
the parishes specified, then the parochia of the Old Minster 
regarded as a mother church covered all the west bank of the 
Itchen, stretching back a mile or so from the river into the 
woods of Bere-Ashley forest. 
The parochia may well once have been more extensive. We 
have seen that the original Chilcombe/Worthy estate covered both 
banks of the Itchen; but that, by Domesday, the estate had been 
divided into a priory portion mainly on the west bank, and an 
episcopal portion mainly on the east bank. The Domesday 
episcopal manors probably included in the earlier Chilcombe/ 
Worthy estate are Kilmeston, Twyford, Easton, and Bishopstoke. 
Alresford in Domesday seems to have included Tichborne and 
Cheriton which had previously been in Chiloombe. There are 
two Domesday Kilmeston estates, probably representing the modern 
Kilmeston and Beauworth. There are also two Twyford estates, 
probably representing the modern Twyfor d and Owslebury. Avington 
and Ovington were probably included in Easton. Otterbourne is 
difficult to place. It was either included in Twyford or else 
was part of the Old Minster estate. The episcopal estates in 
Domesday which had once been in Chilcombe/ Worthy therefore 
covered ten, and possibly eleven, modern parishes. Seven 
churches are mentioned on these estates in Domesday (assuming 
that two of the three Alresford churches were on the old 
Chilcombe estates).(22) These are almost certainly those of 
the parishes of Kilmeston, Tichborne, Cheriton, Ovington, EBston, 
Twyford and Bishopstoke. These churches, both in Domesday and 
afterwards, were simple manorial churches, displaying no signs of 
inferiority at all. However, they had once been part of the 
Chilcombe estate, and may well once have been as dependent 
parochially on the Old Minster as the churches of the priory 
manor were. 
We have very little evidence that could be called proof, 
but it certainly appears likely from the evidence that the Old 
Minster had originally been the mother chur ch of the area within 
six miles or so of the city. This, however, is perhaps not 
surprising. In the nature of things we would expect a parochia 
surrounding the Cathedral and depending on it for the sacraments, 
as we would expect one around all other old churches. Whilst 
the Cathedral was served by seculars, it would not have been 
(22) These estates are all on Dd. VIa and b. 
--- --- -
difficult for the surrounding villages to have been served 
in exactly the same way as the villages around other mother 
churches staffed in this way. The mother church here must 
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have been severely affected by the regularisat:ton of the Old Minster 
in the tenth oentury. After that it would have been difficult 
for the Old Minster clergy to go out to serve the surrounding 
villages. By Domesday - 100 years after the regularisation -
we see at least sixteen ohurches in the villages which had 
probably once been dependent on the Old Minster. Since the area 
has only twenty-one parishes today, it is clear that the parochial 
structure was almost· complete by 1087. This was doubtless a 
result of the incapacity of a regular clergy to provide the 
necessary parochial services effectively over so wide an area. 
This Winchester parochia is fractionally larger than most of the 
other parochie we have been discussing. 
It seems likely that even before the Conquest, and almost 
certainly by Domesday, the only traces left of the old mother-
church rights were purely formal. In addition, these formal 
rights were only continued to be paid from those estates within 
the old parochia that had tenurial ties with the Old Minster. 
In Domesday, as we have seen, the whole Old Minster Chilcombe 
estate seems to have retained these formal parochial ties. A 
hundred years later this unwieldy estate had been split into the 
outer estates - Hursley, Michelmersh, Sparshol t, Littleton -
rented or farmed like other distant Old Minster estates; and a 
home farm, the manor of Barton and Buddlesgate, farmed directly 
by the cellarer. Barton and Buddlesgate covered 'only the 
I, 
: I 
immediate suburban area - and, as we have seen, it was precisely 
and only this shrunken area which retained formal parochial 
ties by the twelfth century. 
Thus our evidence here is patchy and light; at the best 
referring to a period 100 years after the real life of this 
parochia came to an end. Yet this hazy, late evidence is still 
sufficient to make it likely that, before the tenth century, 
the central area of the county depended parochially on the Old 
Minster. 
The bounds of this parochia cannot be traced fully. 
However, some of the parishes mentioned above as probably 
belonging to the Winchester parochia - Hursley, Sparsholt, 
Bishopstoke, Owslebury, Cheriton and Beauworth - march with 
parishes already seen to have belonged to other parochie -
King's Somborne, Ashley, Romsey, South Stoneham, and Upham.( 23) 
Hence the south-eastern, southern, and western boundaries can 
be traced with reasonable accuracy by referring to the known 
boundaries of other parochie. Since our evidence for the 
bounds (and even the existence) of the mother-church parochie 
to the north and east of Winchester is exceedingly sketchy, we 
cannot use this evidence to delimit the bounds of Winchester 
parochia in this direction. 
We cannot say for sure what the hundredal history of 
this area is. In Domesday there were two hundreds, Fawley and 
( 23) Respectively, in the parochie of King's Somborne, King's 
Somborne, dubious but unlikely ever to have been in a 
Winchester parochia, st. Mary Extra Southampton, and 
Bishop's Walham. 
I 
I I 
Buddlesgate. Fawley was later an episcopal hundred, serving 
the episcopal estates to the east of the Itchen. Its meeting 
place was Fawley Do,m in Chilcombe parish. Buddlesgate was 
an Old 11inster hundred, serving the Old Minster estates on 
the west of the Itchen, and its meeting place was in Cheyney 
Court in the Cathedral Close. This division does not look very 
ancient. We have seen that the seventh century Worthy estate probably 
combined both the later episcopal and priory areas. It seems 
originally there was one hundred serving the entire area. If 
I I 
I I 
highly likely - although there is no direct evidence - that 
this is so then the division into two hundreds would have arisen 
at the time of the division of the estate between bishop and 
priory. Presumably the Fawley meeting place, so close to 
Chilcombe itself, and at such a classic site as a hill-top 
barrow, would have been the original hundred-moot. This 
assumption, that the area originally formed but one hundred, is 
borne out by the fact that the episcopal Fawley hundred-moot was 
in fact situated on part of the priory manor, and so in Buddlesgate 
hundred. This curious position can only logically have arisen 
if Chilcombe parish had originally been in Fawley hundred; which 
implies a period of time when Buddlesgate hundred did not exist. 
Thus, assuming an original single estate, and an original 
single hundred, it is clear that Winchester parochia fits the 
pattern discovered elsewhere, of coterminous, or at least largely 
coterm~inous, tenurial, judicial, and ecclesiastical units. 
All in all, the Winchester evidence is mostly assumption 
based on guesswork drawn from hints; but the evidence, as far 
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as it goes, is certainly not in any way different from what 
we have found in other areas, except that the parochial 
system here, for entirely understandable reasons, seems to 
have broken down about 100 to 150 years earlier than elsewhere, 
because of the regularisation of the mother church. 
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ALTON 
On the eastern edge of the county Hampshire has a portion 
of the Wealdern forest, most of which lies in the neighbouring 
counties of Surrey and Sussex. The Weald in Hampshire, like 
the Weald in Surrey and Sussex, is an area of frighteningly 
inhospitable soils which, even now, is scarcely in habited. The 
Hampshire Weald is a basin, rimmed by abrupt chalk hills to the 
north and west, and with broken and barren sandy hills around 
Hindhead , to the south, near the junction of the three counties. 
The only even moderate soils in the area are at the junction of 
the chalk lands and the forest, and, in particular, along the 
upper reaches of the River Wey from Alton town through 
Holybourne and Froyle to Bentley. In early times this area 
was regarded as one of the worst in the south of England, 
certainly worse than the New Forest. Gilbert White described 
the eighteenth century road from Selborne to Alton as being so 
r 
terifying that women often refused to travel it at all. 
~ 
Cobbett 
roundly spoke of the roads here as being the worst he had ever 
seen. He took a whole day to travel the six miles across the 
forest, and his tale of lost paths, quicksands, roads so steep 
that his horse went down them on its cruppers and he could 
only get up by holding its tail, is a dramatic description of 
just how remote and desolate this area was even just one 
hundred and fifty years ago. In fact, in the area between 
the London - Fareham road (which runs through the line of 
villages East Tisted - Farringdon - Alton - Bentley), and the 
London - Portsmouth road (which just touches the area near 
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the county boundary south-east of Bramshott), there were 
no roads capable of being used by wheeled traffic until 
the building of the Alton - Selborne - Liss road at the end 
of the last century, In the early middle ages the isolation 
of this area was even more pronounced. The London - Fareham 
road is an old one, but the London - Portsmouth road appears 
to have begun to be used only towards the end of the twelfth 
century, as a short-cut.(l) This wild area was full of 
outlaws and bandits of all kind. The Bramshott - Hindhead 
area on the Portsmouth road, and the wild country between and 
to the west of Alton and Chawton on the Fareham and Winchester 
roads were notorious danger spots, the bandits fleeing into 
the quite impenetrable wastes of the forest with their booty. 
Indeed the 'Pass of Alton' (the area just west of Chalton) 
because a common saying for any particularly tight corner, 
and is used in this way in Piers Plowman.(2) Indeed, so 
wild and uninhabited was this area, that there was even 
(1) The beginning of burghal life at Petersfield in the 
late twelfth century, which began at almost exactly 
the same period as Portsmouth begins to supplant 
Fareham and Portchester as the port of the area, is 
probably linked with the beginning of the use of the 
modern main road. Near Petersfield ·a series of 
deserted 'green lanes' can be traced in the area 
between the modern road and the Fareham road. These 
are probably predescessors of the present main road, 
begun, used for a short time, and then abandoned for 
a new line. 
(2) Langland Piers Plowman, Book XIV, ed. J.F. Goodridge, 
1959, p. 176. 
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confusion about the county boundaries. Bramshott parish 
lay partly in Sussex and Chichester diocese, mostly in 
Hampshire and Winchester. A small portion of Headley 
parish lay in Farnham manor and hundred - in Surrey - although 
the area was physically in Hampshire. Dockenfield was in 
Hampshire, but it was part of Frensham parish, most of which 
in Surrey, and so on.(3) This may appear to be labouring 
the point; but the area is not so clearly wild ground today. 
It is necessary, before discussing the original parochial 
arrangements here, to realise that the area was lightly 
inhabited or else quite empty, with only a few small villages 
on the perimeter.(4) 
There is some evidence to suggest that Alton was 
originally the mother church to the whole of this area. 
The church of Alton is not mentioned in Domesday. 
This is probably because of the New Minster attitude to the 
Domesday Survey, for hardly any churches are mentioned on 
their estates. Indeed, of the three great churches held by 
the New Minster in Hampshire - Kingsclere, Micheldever, and 
Alton - only Kingsclere is mentioned. However, there is no 
(3) There are other parishes divided between counties and, 
occasionally, dioceses in this part of England. It 
\ 
is, however, interesting to see that on all occasions 
these divided parishes lie in the heart of what was 
originally deep forest - Bramshaw (where the very church 
building lay across the diocesan boundary) in the New 
Forest, Stratfield Mortimer and Stratfieldsaye in the 
forest of Eversley. 
(4) The total Domesday recorded population for Neatham hundred 
is 414, of which only 54 can definitely be ascribed to 
the central, forest area. This also points out the 
early poverty of this land. 
doubt the church was in existence then. 
The Domesday entry reads: 
Abbas Sancti Petri de Wincestre tenet Aultone. 
Eddid regina tenuit Tempore Regis Edwardi. 
Tunc erat x hida/l~et villani qui i bi manebant 
geldabunt pro v hidtif Modo habet abbas in 
dominio v hidas, sed non geldaverunt. Terra 
est iv carucatae. In dominio est una 
carucata, et xi bordarii et ii servi cum ii 
carucatis; et dimidium molini de iv solidis et 
vii denariis, et ii acrae prati. Silva ad 
clausuram. Tempore Regis Edwardi valebat vi 
libras et post et modo vii libras. De ipso 
manerio Aul tone tenet Rex v hidas ad firmam 
suam quas tenet Herding et non geldant. De 
isto manerio testatur comitatus, quod injuste 
accepit pro excambio domus Regis, quia domus 
erat Regis.(5) 
The Hyde Liber Vitae contains the original grant by the 
Conqueror referred to in the Domesday entry. This reads 
that the Conqueror was granting, in exchange for land in 
Winchester on which he wished to build aulam meam 
Ecclesiam Aultone cum quinque hidis at que 
decimis et cum aliis redditibus ad predictam 
ecclesiam pertinent ••• (6) 
This was confirmed by Henry I~7) Thus Alton seems to 
have been a two-part estate before the Conquest. Five hides 
had never gelded, and five hides had. All ten hides were 
in Queen Edith's hands. One of these two parts constituted 
the glebe of the church. This part had been . granted to the 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
Dd. xiia. 
-----
Liber Vitae, ed. W. de G. Birch, p. Ill. 
Liber Vitae, ed. Birch, p. 291 (Appendix G). 
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New Minster by the Conqueror. The other paxt 1vas in the 
King's hands in succession to Queen Edith. 
Queen Edith had held a number of small estates in this 
area - Greatham,(8) Anstey,(9) and Selborne(lO) - as well as 
Alton. Except for Selborne, which had never been assessed, 
all these estates had been hidated when held by Queen Edith, 
but were no longer assessed now they were in the King's 
hands. It seems likely that a portion of the great royal 
manor of Neatham had been assigned to the Queen, perhaps as 
dower, and had now reverted to the main manor on Edith's 
death. The mention of firmam suam in the Domesday entry for 
Alton supports this view, as Neatham was a night's farm 
estate. Similaxly, the Domesday description of Neatham 
points to royal land in Alton within the estate.(ll) The 
Domesday Neatham estate had viii molini et dimidium, and this 
half mill is the only other half mill in the area which can 
be matched up with the New Minster half mill in Alton. 
Again, the Neatham estate had a mercatus de viii libris. 
This market probably represents a small maxket town, as with 
( 8) Dd. iia. 
(9) Dd. iia. 
(10) Dd. iia. 
(11) Dd. iia. 
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the similar entries at Basingstoke and Titchfield. This 
small market town can hardly have been anywhere except at 
Alton. 
Thus, ''le can see at Al ton a situation where, before 
the Conquest, the entire area was part of the royal manor 
of Neatham, partly as the glebe of the church of the manor, 
partly as a portion of the royal demesne. After a short 
period when the area was temporarily alienated to Queen 
Edith, the two portions were separated; the church and its 
glebe being permanently alienated to the New Minster; the 
rest reverting to the Neatham demesne. The two portions 
became later the New Minster manor of Alton Eastbrook, and 
the royal manor of Alton Westbrook. 
Assuming that the fives hides were originally the 
glebe of the church, we may further assume, even on this 
evidence alone, that the church was an old one, as it was 
both very wealthy and connected with an ancient royal hundredal 
estate. Apart from this circumstantial evidence, however, we 
have some more concrete facts on this mother church. 
Unfortunately, the loss of so many of the Hyde documents 
gives us fewer than might have been expected. The vi carage 
endowment of Alton, of 1312, mentions Binsted, Holybourne, 
and Kingsley as 'chapels' of Alton at that date.(12) Waverley 
(12) B.M.Add MS. 39959 (Baigent Papers) f. 157a (from Register 
of Bishop Wodelok). 
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Abbey had a grange at Neatham Bridge in Holybourne, and two 
compositions, of 1250, and 1394/1408(13) show us Hyde, as 
rector of Alton, acting to safeguard the rights of its 
chapels of Holybourne and Kingsley. Of these three 'chapels', 
Kingsley wag probably only recently founded in 1312. The 
earliest mention of the place known to me is of about 1300.(14 ) 
At the end of the Middle Ages Kingsley was a royal hunting 
lodge - no more than a farm - with some meadows and fields 
attached, and a tiny church which was little more than the 
private chapel of the hunting lodge. Probably the hunting 
lodge was established here in the thirteenth century; the 
church following at the beginning of the fourteenth. The 
oldest parts of Kingsley old church are 1300- 1330;(15) and it 
is quite possible that this building was the first structure 
on the site. 
The vicarage endowment of Alton, of 1312, gives us some 
idea of the customary division of income between the mother 
church and the dependents.(16) The vicar of the mother 
(13) 
(14 ) 
(15) 
(16) 
Annales Waverleia (in Rolls Series, Annales Monastici, 
ed. H.R. Luard) p. 342, of date 1250, and B.M. Harl. MS. 
1761 (Hyde Cartulary I) f. 81b, and Winchester College 
Muniments 2220 (Hyde Cartulary Fragment ) f. 3, of date 
1394/1408. Both the two copies of the 1394/1408 
document are preserved only in part; but it seems likely 
that they are both copies of the same original. 
In Winchester D. & C. Muniments, st. Swithun's Letter 
Book I, f. L 
The bulk of the tiny, and now disused church of St. Nicholas, 
Kingsley, is of late eighteenth century date, but the east 
and west walls are both of the early fourteenth century. 
N. Pevsner, The Buildings of England: Hampshire, p. 311. 
B.M. Add MS. 39959 lBaigent Papers) f. 157a lfrom Reg. Wodelok). 
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church was to continue to receive the lesser tithe of 
Alton and Holybourne, and some of the lesser tithe of 
Kingsley and Binsted as in the past. Because of the 
curious forest economy of Kingsley and Binsted, the fodder, 
apples, wool, lamb and mill tithes were regarded as major 
tithes there, and were specifically to go to the rector. 
The rector was also to receive the mortuaries of these two 
parishes. A pension that had previously gone from the 
dependents to the rectors, was now to go to the vicar of the 
mother church. The chaplain at Binsted was to continue to 
live in the house that he had previously occupied. The 
rectors were to receive all offerings at all the altars of 
the churches, both Alton itself and the dependents. The 
vicar of the mother church was to find suitable chaplains to 
serve the dependents. 
We may, I think, assume that the greater tithe of Alton 
and Holybourne, which is not mentioned in this document, was 
the rector 's. Thus all the tithe was to go to the mother 
church, either to the rector - the New Minster - or the vicar. 
All the oblations were to go to the mother church. The 
mortuaries of two of the dependent churches were to go to the 
mother church. The mortuaries of Holybourne are not mentioned, 
and may have gone to the priest there. The chaplains serving 
Binsted and Kingsley are called stipendiarii, and, without 
tithe, mortuaries, or oblations coming to them they must have 
been receiving a salary from the vicar at Alton to live at all. 
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The speoifio granting of a domus oum plaoea to the chaplain 
at Binsted w@uld seem to imply that he held no other land. 
The ohaplain serving Holybourne is not described as 
stipendiarius, and it is possible that he received not only 
the mortuaries, but also the income from some glebe land. 
But whatever the details were, it is at least clear that the 
founders of the dependent churches were in tM.s case unable 
to get their churches more than an absolu~e minimum of inoome. 
Whenever these churohes were founded, it is clear that, at 
that date, the mother churoh was powerful enough to keep all 
its powers more or less intaot. 
These three 'chapels' were not the only churches subordinate 
to Alton. Chawton, too, was so dependent. A document of about 
the year 1200 survives which regulates the relations both formal 
and peoun1.ary between Hyde, as rector of Alton, and Adam de Port, 
the holder of the advowson of Chawton.(17) 
By this composition it was agreed that the advowson of 
Chawton was to be in the manor, and that the reotor of Chawton 
was to receive all the demesne tithe, half the villein tithe, 
and all the obventions of the viII. Alton was to receive, 
as the mother ohurch, the other half of t~e villein tithe, and 
all the mortuaries, together with the bod~es of the deac!, 
whioh were to be carried to Alton for burial. No mention is 
made of any glebe lands, but we may, perhaps, assume that, 
(17) B.M. Harl. MS. 1761 (Hyde Cartulary I) f. l59b. 
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if any existed, they went to the rector of Chawton. It 
is interesting to see that, even at this late date, the 
mother church "Tas able to reserve to i t eelf a considerable 
portion of the income of this dependent. It is perhaps 
symbolic tha·t Adam de Port aJ.,·,ays speaks of his church as 
oapella.. This division of income l asted a long time, for 
it was as l ate at 1603 that Bishop 'lson at last consecrated 
a cemetery at Chawton.(18) Bilson specifically states that, 
up to that time, the corpses had all been carried to Alton 
for burial - exactly as had been stipulated 400 yes.xs before. 
The only other church from v,hi ch we have any evidence 
of dependence is Colemore, six miles to the south of Alton, 
i n the poor, forested, hilly country on the edge of the Weald. 
The fi rst mention ''le have of the church of Colenlore is of 1208, 
but is, unfortunatel~ rather obscure. (19) It occurs in a 
document describing the manor of Prior' s Dean whioh had been 
procured by the monks of Southwick. The estate was g.ranted 
to the priory by the King - perhaps after payment . /myvray, 
the monks seem to have oubted the value of what they were 
getting, and drew up this statistical and historical document 
to disoover the real vlOrth of their new estate. The portion 
of the document that refers to t.he church of' Priors Dean runs 
(18 ) B.M. Add ~1S . 39963 (Daigent Papers) f . 129a (from Register 
of Bishop Bilson). 
(19) H.R. O. IH54/1 (Southwick Cartular r) i . 32b. 
Item capella de Dena sita est in dominico 
Regis et per Ricardft~ viceoomitem qui fuit 
persona de Aullton' et de Colemera, atornata 
fuit illa capella ad ecclesiam de Colemere. 
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Richard Fitz Turstin, and his father Thurstan, were sherrifs 
of Hampshire in the middle twelfth century. They seem to 
have used their position to build up a family estate in the 
Binsted area on land previously the king's.(20) This 
document shows us that Colemore and Prior's Dean had originally 
been denes of Barton stacey, a major royal manor some 15 miles 
away. Thurstan, we are told, stopped the practice of the 
villeins of Colemore going to do service at Barton, and put 
the villein lands out to farm, giving them new customs. 
Item homines de Colemera et de Dena ibant 
tempore Turstani vicecomitis ad operacionem 
manerii de Bertona quod est capud manerii 
de Colemera et de Dena et quia remoti essent 
per eundem vicecomitem duplicaverunt gablum 
suum et ita factum est per vicecomitem, et 
annuatim faciebant inde firmam sicut melius 
poterant et ita formabant novas libertates 
et consuetudines inter eos. 
The remark, therefore, that the chapel of Dean was on royal 
demesne in the time of Thurstan's son, cannot therefore be 
read as meaning on the demesne of Barton. The manors remained 
in the hundred of Barton. It is possible that tenurially the 
lands originally lay in Barton, but that ec~lesiastically the 
area lay in the parochia of Alton, the nearest mother church. 
This is suggested by the position of Richard Fitz Turstin. 
(20) J.H. Round, The Rise of the Pophams in The Ancestor, 
Vol. VII (1903) p. 59. 
I 
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He \'laS parson of Al ton and Colemore. It is not immediately 
clear whether he was parson of Colemore because he was parson 
of Alton, or just coincidentally concurrently parson of the 
two. The first is the more likely because of Richard's 
powers at Priors Dean. Richard 'attorned' this church to 
Colemore as a chapel. Previously, presumably, the church 
of Prior's Dean had not had any connection with Colemore. 
If this is so, then Richard's powers over it must have arisen . 
from his position as parson of Alton. This action of Ri chard's 
was so uncanorucal that it is difficult to see how it could 
have happened - even in the difficult times under Stephen 
unless both Colemore and Prior's Dean had previously been 
deperldents of Alton, thus implying that Richard's attorning 
of Priors Dean to Colemore was no more than an administrative 
rearrangement of the dependents, making of Colemore a sub-
centre of the parochia in this district. The action seems 
to be making of Colemore a sub-centre of the parochia of a 
type similar to Boldre or Hordle in the parochia of Christchurch. 
Some fifty years after this action of Richard Fitz 
Turstin's there was an advowson dispute about Colemore between 
Hyde and Henry de Kernet, lord of the manor of Colemore.(21) 
Hyde recognised the rights of Henry de Kernet in the advowson, 
(21) Winchester College Muniments 12094 (1221). 
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and de Kernet in return granted Hyde an annual pension of 
sixteen pounds of wax. Reading this with the earlier 
document, it seems likely that Colemore was a dependent of 
or Alton, in the advowson of the land of the manor. In the 
middle twelfth century the mother church still had considerable 
power, but by the early thirteenth century the mother church 
was prepared to give up its remaining powers in return for a 
small pension. 
Apart from these few, none of the other churches in this 
area show any unequivocal signs of dependence on Alton. On 
purely cartological grounds, the two tiny parishes of East and 
West Worldham must have been within the parochia, for they are 
almost surrounded by the parishes of Chawton, Alton, Holybourne, 
Binsted, and Kingsley, which were definitely dependants. The 
parishes between Chawton and Colemore have left very little 
medieval documentation. Farringdon had been granted to the 
Bishop of Exeter before the Conquest, and it is likely that 
this ownership was sufficient to withdraw Farringdon from any 
de facto control by the mother church.(22) However, the 
English Register of Godstow mentions a composition about this 
church which links it with the parson of Alton Richard Fi tz 
Turstin. The mention reads 
The sentence of this confirmacion is, that 
Robert bisshop of Exetur gafe and grauntid to 
Robert (sic), clerke, fitz Turstain, into 
perpetual almis the church of Farendon(23) 
(22) Dd. xiia. 
( 23 ) Ed. A. Clark (Early English Text SOCiety) p. 165. 
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This grant, while inconclusive, may be a hint of earlier 
connections between Farringdon and Alton, the church of 
Richard Fitz Turstin. 
Eas t Tisted ,.,as a royal manor. It is not mentioned 
in Domesday, and was probably a part of the huge Neatham 
estate. As far as we know, Hyde held no territory in East 
Tisted, yet a general confirmation to Hyde of 1249 states 
that Hyde had held the Eas t Tisted demesne tithes from the 
time of Bishop Richard of Ilchester.(24) Presumably these 
demesne tithes were those of the royal manor. It is possible 
that the holding of these tithes was the result of a grant by 
the king, but it is, perhaps, more likely that Hyde held them 
as rector of Alton, and that they were a remnant of the rights 
of the mother church. This view is supported by the fact 
that, in 1263, there was an advowson dispute over East Tisted 
between Hyde and Adam de Pungiant, at that time holding the 
manor. (25) Hyde recognised Adam 's right to the advowson for 
a down payment of 100/-. Since Hyde held no land here, it is 
difficult to see what ground of action they had unless it was 
that they were acting in virtue of their rights in the mother 
church. 
The central area of the Hampshire Weald is mostly in the 
large parish of Selborne. Eight manors are mentioned in 
(24) A.W. Go 0 dman , Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral (1927) 
no. 394. 
(25) B.M. Add MS. 39970 (Baigent Papers ) f. 384. 
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Domesday situated in the rather better quality belt of land 
in the extreme "Test of the parish. Seven of these manors 
totalled thirteen hides,(26) but it is likely that this does 
not represent the whole of the parish. The eighth entry 
refers to a royal manor of Selbourne which is nowhere 
described in full. It's population and value "Tere probably 
included in the description of the main Neatham manor, 
without separate identification. The entry says that the 
estate was not hided. This eighth entry runs 
Ipse Rex tenet Selesburne. Eddid Regina 
tenuit, et nunquam geldavit. De isto 
manerio dono dedit Rex Radfredo presbytero 
dimidiam hidam cum aecclesia. Tempore 
Regis Edwardi et post valuit xii solidos 
et vi denarios. Modo viii solidos et iv 
denarios( 27) 
It is clear that Radfred and his church were poor. Why was 
this royal gift entered separately? Isto manerio, as we 
have seen, was probably included in the description of 
Neatham. Surely the only reason for the inclusion of 
Radfred 's tiny church and glebe is that it was a new grant 
of King William' s. If this is so, then the church of 
Selborne must be a new foundation of William's. This would 
presumably account for the low value of Radfred 's holding, 
for the land would have had no time to be fully organised. 
( 26) Acangre (Oakhanger), Dd. xxvb, It hides; Bessete 
(Bradshott), Dd. xxi a , ~ hides; Larode (Rhode) 
Dd. xxiiib, ~t hides; Nort one (Norton), Dd. xviiia, 
2 hides; Dd. xxa, 2 hides; Lesborne (Selborne), 
Dd. xxiiia, 4 hides. 
(27) Dd. iia. 
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It is interesting to s ee that Queen Edith had held this 
land T.R.E. since, as we have seen, she was connected with 
the mother church at Alton as well. If Selborne churoh was 
a foundation of about this time, it is almost certain that 
the area of its parish was previously in the parochia of the 
head church of the manor - Alton. 
If Selborne is a foundation of the time of the Conqueror, 
and if it was within the paroohia of Alton when founded, then 
this enables us to fill out our knowledge of the extent of 
that parochia considerably. From the end of the twelfth 
century Selborne itself is spoken of as a mother church, and 
the small parishes of Hartley Manduit, Empshott, and Greatham 
as dependents of Selborne. If Selborne is a late foundation, 
then this arrangement cannot be an old one. In such circumstances 
it cannot be anything other than an arrangement similar to the 
Boldre ar~angement vathin the Christchurch parochia, where 
a late founded dependent ,~s made a sort of sub-oentre of the 
parochia. We have seen that Richard Fitz Turstin's attorning 
of Priors Dean to Colemore may well represent the beginnings 
of a similar sort of sub-oentre at Colemore, for the south-
western corner of the paroohia. 
A oomposition of 1221 between the rector' of Selborne 
and the chaplain of Hartley Manduit regulated the relations 
between the two.(28) Selborne was to receive half the villein 
(28) Magd. Coll. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box, no. 8, and 
see p. 14, in W.D. Macray, Calendar of Charters and 
Documents relating to Selborne and its Priory (1894) 
The pension was still being paid in the fifteenth century, 
as a recognition issued by the rector of Hartley Mauduit 
shows - Magd. Coll. Oxford Munim. Selborne Box no. 204. 
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tithe, half of the tithe of certain specified areas of demesne, 
and an annual pension of five shillings described in these 
words. 
pensionem annuam quinque solidis in festi 
Sancti Johannis Baptiste matrici ecclesie 
de Selebourn' debitam, nomine subiecttionis 
annuatim solvendam 
Presumably the nomine subiecttionis gave Hartley the right to 
bury its own corpses - at least the church has a graveyard 
today. 
A second composition of about the same date regulated 
the relationship between Selborne and Gre atham.(29) The 
dispute that had lead to the composition had been acrimonious, 
with Selborne claiming certain tithes in Greatham, and exhuming 
certain bodies from Greatham and reburying them in Selborne, 
spoiling Greatham of the sepulture at the same time. It 
seems, however, that these actions of Selborne were not so 
much on the grounds that it had the right to tithe within 
Greathamparish and that Greatham had no right to a cemetery, 
but rather it was the consequence of a boundary dispute between 
the two parishes, each claiming that a certain hamlet was 
within its decimabilia. However, although this dispute is 
of less interest than might be expected, th.e composition, which 
determined the true boundary between the parishes, also, almost 
as a sidethought, affirmed the rector of Selborne's right to 
an annual pension of two shillings from Greatham. While this 
( 29 ) Magd. Coll. Oxford MUnim. 
p. 65 in Macray, Ope cit. 
Selborne Box, no. 120, printed 
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is not specified as being, as at Hartley, nomine subiecttionis, 
yet it was almost certainly of such a kind. By the time of 
this composition the rector of Selborne was the priory of 
Selborne, and the pension was carefully described - the priory 
held it nomine eiusdem ecclesie de Seleburn. 
Empshott was in the advowson of Southwick Priory, and 
the parochial relationships of Empshott and Selborne were 
regulated by a composition between the two, also of about the 
same date.(30) Southwick held the chapel of Empshott with 
all the demesne tithe, and half the villein tithe. Selborne 
nomine ecclesie eorum de Seleborn' parochialis, racione iuris 
parochialis held the other half of the villein tithe. As for 
sepulture, it was agreed that Selborne should celebrate the 
first mass of the dead, and Empshott the second, and all alms 
offered on those occasions should be divided equally between 
the two. Legacies to the churches of Empshott or Selborne from 
parishioners of Empshott should also be divided equally between 
the two. 
Assuming that, on the one hand East Tisted, Colemore, and 
Priors Dean, and, on the other hand Selborne, Empshott and 
Greatham were all originally within the parochia of Alton, then, 
on cartological grounds, s o must Newton Valence and its dependent, 
Hawkley, which lie between the two have been. However, of our 
(30) Magd. ColI. Oxford Munim. Selborne Box, no. 337, printed 
p. 32 in Macray, op. cit. and H.R.O. IM54/3 (Southwick 
Cartulary no. 3) f. 63b. 
284 
scanty medieval evidence about these two churches, we have 
no hint of subordination either to Alton or to Selborne. 
The church is mentioned in Domesday, as an appertenance of 
the manor. (31) 
This area is marked by denes, similar to those in the 
Kentish Weald, although less well known. We have seen that, 
up to the first half of the twelfth century, Prior's Dean was 
a part of the royal Barton Stacey estate. Although, according 
to our sources, the inhabitants of Prior's Dean had to perfoIID 
servile work at Barton, there can be little doubt that Prior's 
Dean had once been a forest appendage to Barton, providing 
pannage, timber, and charcoal. Colemore was probably also a 
dene of Barton - at least, it was later on in Barton Stacey 
hundred. Liss has probably had a rather complex history. 
In the time of Domesday it was two manors, both attached to 
distant hundreds. One, which is not described in Domesday, 
was in Odiham hundred, and formed part of the great royal estate 
of Odiham. The church of Liss was granted to Salisbury 
cathedral with the church of Odiham by King stephen.(32) 
Stephen's charter says that Rannulph Flambard had held the two 
churches together forty years before. The other estate lay 
in Meonstoke hundred. It was held by Nunnaminster. (33) One 
(31) Dd. xxib. 
(32) W.R. Jones and W.D . Macray, Charlers and Documents illustrating 
the His tory of the cathedral, city, and diocese of Salisbu;y 
(RS)(189l) no. 8. 
(33) Dd. xiiib. 
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would expect this estate to be connected with a major estate 
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in Meonstoke. However, Nunnaminster held~ther land in 
Meonstoke hundred. Possibly the Nunnaminster estate was once 
connected with the royal Meonstoke estate. The Domesday 
royal estate of Meonstoke is very small, although it had 
probably once been greater. Possibly the Nunnaminster estate 
was a dene of Meonstoke which, having become colonised, was 
detached and granted to Nunnaminster. 
Headley was also connected with a distant manor, in this 
case Bishop's Sutton. The connection here is made explicit 
i n Domesday. 
Ipse Comes ( se. Eustachius ) tenet .v. hidas 
in Hallege quae se defendebant. Tempore 
Regis Edwardi pro .Hi. hidis. Comes 
Godwinus tenuit et in Sudtone computantur. ( 34) 
Headley remained in Sudtone throughout the Middle Ages . The 
church of Headley was granted to Merton Priory at the same 
time as Bishop's Sutton church was. (35) 
These estates are the only denes that were certainly 
attached to distant hundreds. But there are two other estates 
within Neatham hundred in Domesday which seem to have been 
held with distant estate~ 
/ ... 
Hugh de Port held Lidshott in 
(34) Dd. xva. 
(35) The grant of Bishop's Sutton is in Dugdale Monasticon 
Vol. vi, p. 247. Headley 1.s not mentioned in this 
grant, but Headley was in Merton hands shortly afterwards. 
No separate grant of Headley survives. Headley was 
tenurialyand jurisdiotionally subordinate to Bishop's 
Sutton. There can be l i ttle doubt that the grant of 
Bishop's Sutton church carried with it the grant of the 
church of this dependent of Bishop's Sutton manor and 
hundred. 
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Bramshott parish.(36) His prede~cessor there was Alwinus. 
Hugh de Port also succeeded Alwinus at Church Oakley in 
Chuteley hundred. (37) It seems likely that the two estates 
had been held together for a long time. This seems the more 
likely since, of the two estates held by WaIter Fitz Other in 
Hampshire, both previously held by Ocsen, one is Gerlei, the 
estate adjacent to Church Oakley, the other is Wildehel, in 
Neatham hundred. (38) Wildehel is usually identified with 
Will Hall, in Alton parish. This is unlikely, since Wi ldehel 
had a church, while Will Hall had none, not even a domestic 
oratory. In this area only a very few churches were later in 
lay patronage. Only Bramshott, in fact, seems a possibility. 
The other lay churches - Colemore, Newton Valence, Empshott, 
Hawkley, Grea tham, Hartley Maudui t, the Worldhams, and Chawton 
- must have been (if yet founded) on the respective Domesday 
estates. Bramshott parish was mostly in the manor of Bramshott 
in Domesday. (39) Later on the advowson of Bramshott appears 
to have been in Bramshott manor.(40) However the early history 
of this advowson is unclear, and so also is the early history of 
Bramshott manor. The manor itself seems to have amalgamated 
(36) Dd. xviia. 
(37) Dd. xviia. 
(38) Dd. xxiiib (Gerlei), xxiiib (Wildehel). 
(39) Dd. xixa. 
(40) V.C.H. Vol. II, p. 495. 
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with some of the other Domesday manors, and it is possible 
that the advowson came to Bramshott by descent from one of 
the other manors.(41) If so, then Wildehel might have been 
in this area, with its church being the church of Bramshott. 
This possibility is tempting, for it would give us two adjacent 
manors in Chuteley hundred holding two adjacent dene manors in 
Bramshott. 
It is difficult to assess the place of the churches of 
these dene manors within the parochia of Alton. We have seen 
that it is likely that the churches of Colemore and Prior's 
Dean, on the Barton Stacey denes, were within the parochia. 
Headley and Bramshott - if Bramshott was a dene - lie physically 
within the parochia, and the areas of these parishes must have 
been within the parochia. Being so remote, however, the 
degree of dependence might well never have been more than 
minimal. Liss, on the edge of the area, is probably in the 
same case. . After the Conquest the Salisbury holding of Liss, 
and the holding of Headley by the Counts of Boulogne would 
guarantee practical independence for these churches. 
On the northern edge of this area lie the parishes of 
Froyle and Bentley. Whatever the original parochial status 
of these parishes, no trace of any subordination survived into 
the period from which documents survive. Froyle was a 
Nunnaminster manor, and, as such, looked, like other Nunnamins ter 
(41) V.C.H. Vol. 11, p. 491 seq. shows the obscurity of the 
history of most of the Bramshott manors in this period. 
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manors, to the prebendal altar at Winchester rather than to 
any local mother church.(42) Bentley was an episcopal manor, 
certainly from about 900, when it was confirmed to the bishop, 
but probably in Winchester hands from a much earlier period.(43) 
Later, Bentley was always considered tenurially a portion of the 
great episcopal manor of Farnham, just across the country 
boundary. It was confirmed in about 900 together with Farnham, 
so this arrangement is probably an old one. Certainly, while 
attached to Farnham (with its seventh oentury mother church) 
it is unlikely to have shown any ties to Alton. If Bentley -
as seems likely - had been part of the original seventh century 
Farnham estate, then it is unthinkable that it was ~ dependant 
on Alton. 
Thus, to return to the Selborne area, Hartley Mauduit 
and Empshott were both paying tithe or pensions to Selborne 
church in the first half of the thirteen century specifically 
because Selbor ne had parochial rights over them. Greatham 
was also paying a pension at this time, almost oertainly 
for the same reason. Elther Selborne was itself an old 
church, or, as was suggested earlier, it had inherited the 
rights of Alton over this forest area. There is no conclusive 
evidence either way, but the small amount of · glebe at Selborne 
does not suggest a particularly ancient church, and the wording 
(42) See up p.up-it 
(43) B.M~ Add MS. 15350 (St. Swithun's Cartulary) f. 58, printed 
inW. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 627, 
J.M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1093. Doubt has been 
thrown on the authenticity of this charter. The earliest 
Winchester Bentley charter of whose genuineness there is 
no doubt is B.M. Add MS. 15350, f. 11, printed Birch, 
OPe cit., no. 1154, Kemble, OPe oit., no. 603. 
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of the Domesday entry does seem to be dealing with a newly 
founded church. It seems likely that Selborne's mother 
church rights were exercised orig~nally for Alton. It is 
also likely that the division of the parochia was aided by 
the division of the hundred of Neatham into Alton and Selborne 
hundreds, and the growing colonisation of the forest edges. 
As for the hundreds, the whole of this area formed one 
Domesday hundred - Neatham. Half of Liss lay in Meonstoke, 
and Colemore may have lain in Barton Stacey, but the rest was 
dependent on a hundred meeting at Neatham Bridge in Holybourne. 
However, by the end of the thirteenth century, the area ~ad 
been divided into two hundreds, Alton (covering Froyle, Holybourne, 
Alton, Chawton, Hartley Mauduit, East and West Worldham, Binsted, 
Kingsley, Oakhanger and Woolmer in Selborne , Broxhead in Headley, 
Bramshott, and Greatham) and Selborne (covering Faringdon, 
Newton Valence, East Tisted, Hawkley, Empshott, and Selborne 
except for the forest area). Bentley, Headley, Liss, Colemore, 
and Prior's Dean were firmly ascribed to the hundreds of their 
parent manors. It is not known exactly when this division 
took place, it v~s perhaps at the same sort of time as the 
amalgamation of the cluster of small hundreds in the New Forest 
to which reference has already been made. (44) ' 
The colonisation of this marginal area was probably 
predominantly an eleventh and t welfth century affair. Even 
in Domesday it is clear that colonisation was actively in 
(44) See up p.q~ 
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progress. Of t he twenty-nine Domesday estates in Neatham 
hundred sixteen are of less than ~ hides. (45) Such a high 
number of small manors is typical of woodland areas under 
active colonisation; the small manors representing newly 
colonised areas no t yet grown into fully established villages, 
small forest edge hamlets, and forest clearing settlements. 
This is particularly so for the flat, poor lands of Woolmer 
forest in Selborne, Iungsley, Greatham and Headley parishes. 
Of the forest hamlets here, Kingley is first mentioned in the 
thirteenth century, as are Blackmoor, Bradshott, and Lindford. 
Whitehill and Longmoor are first named even later. 
Probably the forest area here was settled mostly in the 
period between the mid eleventh and late twelfth centuries. 
The present churches of Hartley Maudui t, West Worldham, Empshott, 
Greatham, Prior's Dean,and Colemore are all of mid to late 
twelfth century building, as was the old Hawkley church.(46 ) It 
seems quite likely that the present building in these places 
is, in fact, the original one. 
The area discussed so far marches in some places with areas 
known to have been subject to other mother churches. Presumably . 
the boundary on the east was always the county boundary. To 
the north-east, Bentley and Froyle march with Long Sutton and 
(45 ) Dd. Vol. II, pp. 49-50. 
(46) For Hartley Mauduit, West Worldham, Empshott, Greatham, 
Priors Dean , and Colemore churches see V.C.H. and N. Pevsner, 
The Buildings of England: Hampshire under relevant entries. 
The only evidence for Hawkley old church known to me are 
the two early nineteenth century sketches now hanging in 
the Vestry of the new church. 
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Crondall. Crondall was one of the episcopal mother ohurches 
to be disoussed later, and Long Sutton was dependent on it. 
These lands are unlikely ever to have been dependent on Alton. 
To the east, Alton , Chawton, Farringdon, Newton Valence and 
Eas t Tisted maroh with Bentworth, Medstead and Ropley, dependents 
respectively of Odiham, Alresford, and Bishop's Sutton. The 
exact status of these churohes is unolear, as no early evidenoe 
for them has survived. They were probably mother churches, or 
perhaps sucoessors to a mother ohurch (like Selborne). At all 
events', the fact that Bentworth, Medstead and Ropley were 
dependent on churches right outside the area makes it unlikely 
that these areas were ever dependent on Alton, whatever the 
early status of Odiham, Alresford, and Bishop' s Sutton. 
The area to the south of Colemore, Priors Dean, and 
Hawkley was in Froxfield parish, which was dependent on East Meon. 
East Meon was an episcopal mother ohurch which appears to be of 
oonsiderable age. It is unlikely that Froxfield ever looked 
north to Alton rather than south to Eas t Meon for the ministration 
of the sacraments. 
Thus, a suffioient stretoh of the boundary of this parochia 
oan be checked by referenoe to the parochie of other neighbouring 
mother ohurches to make it seem likely that the area we have 
disoussed was in fact the original paroohia. 
We have seen that this area formed one great royal hundred 
in Domesday, dominated by a great royal manor. The mother ohurch 
here was conneoted with that great manor. This is similar to 
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the other mother churches discussed already. It seems likely 
that the parochia here originally covered the whole area under 
the crest of the chalk, and that we have here another example 
of the natural unit coequally a jurisdictional and ecclesiastical 
unit, dominated by a great royal manor. 
THE CHURCHES OF '1.1JiE ECCLESIASTICAL FRANCHISE 
HUNDREDS 
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Hampshire contained a number of franchisal hundreds. 
These franchisal hundreds were held either by the bishop or 
by one of the ancient religious houses. These franchisal 
hundreds seem to have been of late establishment. The bishop 
or religious house in question would amass a block of land, 
and, at some stage, the king would, as a pious gesture, grant 
a hundred court for this block of land to the church concerned. 
This new hundred would, therefore, be coterminous with the 
ecclesiastical block of manors. Often, the lands of the estate 
would recognise a single mother church, thus forming a single 
ecclesiastical, tenurial, and jurisdictional unit. These 
franchisal hundred mother churches are very difficult to classify. 
The bishop could do what he liked ,nth his churches, and great 
royal monasteries might well also find they could get episcopal 
consent to rearrange their estate churches. Hence a franchisal 
hundred established in the eleventh or tenth century made up of 
estates previously in the parochia of one or more mother churches, 
might well have had its churches rearranged (in the interests of 
greater control and unity) under the church of the estate head 
manor, where that church had not prey,iously been a mother church. 
On the other hand, the religious estate may previously have been 
the head manor of a royal hundred before the grant to the 
religious institute. In due course the old royal est~te "lould 
become a franchisal hundred, and the outer manors of the original 
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hundred, those not in royal hands, and not included in the 
grant, would form one of the tiny hundreds that are found 
here and there in the interstices of the hundred system.(l) 
The church of the head manor, once the mother church of a 
parochia covering the whole royal hundred, became the mother 
church of a reduced parochia, limited to the religious estate. 
On the one hand, therefore, churches on franchisal estates may 
be old mother churches, on the other, they may represent no 
more than a tenth or eleventh century rationalisation, following 
an expansion of ecclesiastical land- owning in the area. 
We have already seen examples of both of these sorts of 
franchisal hundred parochie. At Fareham we have in Domesday 
a typical one manor episcopal franchisal hundred.(2) Yet, as 
we have seen, this area had almost certainly been out at some 
stage out of Titchfield.(3) Hence, any signs of mother church 
status at Fareham are unlikely to be very old, and most unlikely 
to be of very great significance. At Ei shop's Waltham, on the 
other hand, we again find in Domesday a typical one manor episoopal 
(1) Very small hundreds, with no large manors either royal, 
comital or religions are found in Hampshire partioularly 
in the r ather remote hilly area between the Itchen and 
the Kingsolere-Easingstoke-Odiham area. ' This area is 
divided into the four small hundreds of Eermondspit, 
Mainsborough, Eountisborough, and Chuteley. The area 
north of Crondal and Odiham, along the county boundary, 
forms a similar hundred; that of Holdshott. The Domesday 
situation of these hundreds can be seen from Dd. Vol. 11, 
pp. 50, 46, 46, 38, and 45 respectively. 
(2) Dd. Vol. 11, p. 44. 
(3) See up p. loaf-
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franchisal hundred.(4) Yet here, without a doubt, the church 
of the head manor was a mother church before the estate passed 
to the bishop. As we have seen, this church had managed to 
keep parochial control over two small churches outside the 
franchise hundred even as l ate as the twelfth century.(5) 
It is not, in most cases, possible to decide on the 
original status of a franchisal hundred mother church as simply 
as in the cases of Fareham and Bishop's Wal tham. However, the 
evidence is worth sifting to some extent as, without any doubt, 
some of these churches were originally mother churches. 
The episcopal manor of Crondal was an ancient one. It 
shared its hundred court at Blackheathfield on the county boundary 
with the neighbouring Surrey episcopal franchisal hundred of 
Farnham, and this may well point to a longstanding connection 
between the two axeas.(6) 
The hundred of Crondal is represented in Domesday by the 
single episcopal manor. (7) Sub-manors at Itchel, Cove, 
Farnborough, and Long Sutton are mentioned under this main 
episcopal manor. Of the parishes of this hundred only Aldershot 
and Yateley are not mentioned. Yateley is rarely mentioned in 
the Middle Ages, but its church was certainly a dependent of 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
Dd. Vol. 11, p. 58. 
See up p. ~~$IUj.' 
E. Robo, Medieval Farnham (1935 ) p. 32, and F.J. Baigent 
(ed.) The Cronda1 Re cords (Hants. Rec . Soc., 1890) passim. 
Dd. Vol. 11, p. 40. 
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Crondal. It was, for instance, included wIth the other 
chapels of Crondal in a sequestration of the time of Bishop 
William of WYkeham.(8) 
The first surviving mention of Farnborough church is 
from the occasion when that church finally broke away from 
Crondal. The rector of Crondal sued the lord of the manor 
of Farnborough over the advowson of Farnborough, in the middle 
thirteenth century. The rector eventually agreed that the 
advowson was the lord of the manor's but the lord agreed to 
pay an annual pension of 5/- to Crondal in return. Crondal 
had also claimed tithe in Farnborough but remitted this with 
the advowson to the lord. This dispute is almost certainly 
the occasion when Crondal relinquished its control here.(9) 
Originally Farnborough church must have been dependent on 
Crondal. 
As for Aldershot and Long Sutton, they are both mentioned 
for the first time in a twelfth century confirmation of the 
possessions of the old Minster. There we read 
Ecclesiam de Crundel cum capellis suis scilicet 
Suttona ,et Halreschet(lO ) 
Both churches remained chapels of Crondal until the last century.(ll) 
(8) B.M. Add MS. 39964, f. 21a (Baigent Papers ). Yateley 
is also called capella (without specifying the mother 
church) in a document of 1515, OPe cit., f. 55. 
(9) F.W. Maitland, ed., Bracton ' s Note Book, Vol. II~ p. 360. 
(10) Winchester D. & C. Munim. st. Swithun's Cartulary, f. lla, 
printed A.W. Goodman, Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral, 
no. 42. 
(11) The churches are both, for instance included in the Wykeham 
sequestration mentioned already - B.N. Add MS. 39964 
(Baigent Papers ) f. 21a. For the post medieval situation, 
see V.C.H. Vol. IV, p. 4, 19. 
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Thus Crondal hundred, one manor in Domesday, vlas also 
one paro chi a , although Farnborough dropped away eventually. 
Crondal church may well be an original mother church. It 
seems to have been in the hands of the bishop for a long time, 
and the area seems rather larger than the usual franchisal 
hundred. To the south of it lies the Alton area already 
discussed. To the west lie the parishes of Odiham hundred, a 
smallish royal hundred. The Crondal and Odiham areas may once 
have been united, before the grant of Crondal to the Old Minster. 
As usual with franchise hundreds, however, there is no evidence. 
Certainly, however, Odiham is no smaller than other Hampshire 
royal estate hundreds.(12) 
Micheldever, just north of Winchester, was the main foundation 
estate of the New Minster in 903. A charter exists which purports 
to be of 903, but which it is nearly certain is in fact of about 
1000.(13) While the charter is a forgery, it can be accepted 
(12) Dd. IIa. Odiham was of 56 carueates,compared with 52 at 
Neatham, 72 at East Meon, 20 at Eling, 13 at Christchurch, 
20 at Basingstoke and so on. Dd. IIa, llb, IIIb, IIIb, 
IVb, respectively). 
(13) B.M. Harl. MS. 1761 (Hyde Cartulary) f. 47a, printed in 
W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 602, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex Diplomaticus, no. 336. What is p~obably the original 
grant is at B.M. Harl. MS. 1761, f. 48a, and B.M. Cotto Domit. 
A. XIV, f. 72a, printed Birch, no. 604, Kemble, no. 337. 
Although the main charter seems to be spurious, yet the 
forgery is almost certainly itself pre-Conquest, as it omits 
reference to certain post-Conquest developments in the area, 
and since the form of the place names given in it seem too 
archaic to be late eleventh century. For the date of 
forgery see W.H. stevenson, Asserts Life of ICing Alfred 
(1904) p. 155, n3. 
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as a genuine description of the conditions of the area in about 
1000. In this charter the church of Micheldever is described 
as an appurtenant of the manor, together with the hundred. 
Later, all the parishes of the Hundred, Micheldever itself, 
Popham, East Stratton, and Northington, together with West 
Stratton, in the parish of Micheldever, (which is normally given 
the same parochial status in the Middle Ages as .the other three 
dependents), were dependent on the church of Micheldever, and 
remained so until the end of the Middle Ages. Two documents 
of the early fourteenth century describe the parishes of 
Micheldever hundred. Both mention all four dependents by name 
as dependants of I~ cheldever.(14) The area of Micheldever 
parish and the parishes of its dependents cover an area identical 
with the estate described in the 903 x 1000 charter. The forged 
charter of '903' mentions, as has been said, the church as an 
appurtenant of the manor. Probably, when that charter was 
(14) Winchester D. & C. Munim. (st. Swithun's Cartulary) f. 44, 
printed A.W. Goodman, Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral, 
no. 88, is an advowson dispute of about 1300 between 
Richard de Stratton and Hyde as rector of Micheldever over 
the advowson of West Stratton. Micheldever is spoken of 
as having Northington, Popham, West and East Stratton as 
chapels. This advowson dispute was settled in a way 
unusual for so late a date. Richard de Stratton relinquished 
his formal claim to the advowson, but 'it was agreed that 
Richard would present a clerk to the abbot, who would then 
present him to the bishop. This sort of arrangement, while 
it would have been quite normal 200 years before, in the 
period of real mother church powers, is definitely abnormal 
at this date. Goodman, Ope cit., no. 89 , shows this 
strange arrangement in praotice in a vacancy in 1303. W.C.M. 
12198, of 1308, is the vicarage endowment of Micheldever . 
This again mentions by name the same group of dependents. 
B.M. Add MS. 39968 (Baigent Papers) f. 81b (1393 ) and Patent 
Roll Ao. 35 Hen. VIII both show that Popham at least remained 
completely dependent on Mottisfont until the end of the 
Middle Ages. 
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written, in about 1000, Micheldever church was the only church 
on the estate. Its parochia, as we have seen, remained 
identical with the '903' estate to the end of the Middle Ages and 
beyond. 
It is difficult to say whether or not Mi cheldever was a 
mother church before the grant to the New Minster in 903. There 
is some evidence that a major estate and hundred has been 
fractured here at some time - presumably when the New Minster 
estate was cut out of whatever earlier land unit existed here. 
To the east of Micheldever lie a group of villages all called 
Candover. These form in Domesday and later the two microscopic 
hundreds of Bermondspit and Mainsborough.(15) Perhaps Bermondspit, 
Mainsborough, and Mi cheldever were originally all part of one major 
royal estate. If so, then it is impossible to say if it had a 
mother church whose parochia extended over the whole of the area, 
and, if it had such a mother church, whether that church stood 
at Micheldever or elsewhere. 
Some nine miles west of Mi cheldever lies the hundred of 
Wherwell, the franchisal hundred of the royal nunnery of the 
same name. Domesday records 6 manors within the hundred, 
representing the five parishes of the hundred (Wherwell, Goodworth 
Clatford, Tufton, Middleton and BUllington) and the detached manor 
of Little Anne in Abbott's Anne parish.(16) There is considerable 
evidence that the whole of this hundred was regarded as a parochia 
(15) Dd . Vol. 11, p. 33, 46. 
(16) Dd. Vol. 11, p. 58. 
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dependent on the monastery. (17) 
Wherwell, like Romsey and the Nunnaminster, had a community 
of secular canons to serve the parish. In fact it is from 
Wherwell that our best evidence for the way these canons 
functioned comes ~(18) Whenlell had four such prebends, 
two having their prebends in the parish church of Wherwell, one 
in that of Goodworth Clatford, and one in that of Middleton. 
These prebends were sinecures, with temporary chaplains serving 
the prebendal churches. Their duties were as yconemy of the 
nuns - to administer the temporalities. Within the monastery 
they had seats in choir. They supervised the election of the 
abbess, and the chief prebend of Wherwell was the formal elector, 
and the voice of the convent whenever it needed to speak in law-
courts or elsewhere. The prebends lived in separate houses in 
the village of Wherwell. The parish church of Wherwell was 
quasi contigua et esset in precinctu conventualis ecclesie et 
infra septa monasterii scituata ita quod pars ecclesie conventualis 
appropriet et seu capelle euisdem. This parish church was 
probably either the nave or, as at Romsey , the north aisle of the 
conventual church. The parish church was used for most parochial 
services, but the mother church was the conventual high altar. 
(18) 
The hundred is called infra fines parochie vestre in a 
bull of Alexander IV (1257) to the nuns of Wherwell CB.M. 
Eger. 2104A (\.Jherwell Cartulary) f. 18b), which confirmed 
to them the mother church privilege of forbidding any new 
chapel without their prior consent. This is the clearest 
expression of the view that the nuns church was an old 
mother church. 
Especially from B.M. Eger . 2104A, f. 39 seq. The following 
paragraph is taken from the information there, particularly 
from f. 41. 
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The convent, as the mother church, insisted that certain rites 
be reserved to this mother church altar. Strangely, perhaps, 
the most important of these was baptism. There was a font 
inside the conventual church, and it was there, rather than in 
the parish church, that all baptisms took place. (19) The 
other reserved rites were more formal. Palm Sunday and 
Candlemas processions were to be from the conventual high altar. 
On the feast of the dedication of the oonvent, there was to be 
a procession from the parochial to the conventual altar, and all 
parish masses on that day were to be said at the conventual 
altar. Unfortunately, it is not clear whether these rules 
covered all the parishes of the hundred, or only Wherwell. 
The parishes of Tufton and Bullingdon were dependent on the 
two prebendaries of Wherwell, and their churches were regarded 
as chapels of the parochial altar of Wherwell.(20 ) Many 
documents in the Wherwell Cartulary speak of the appointment 
and supervision of stipendiary chaplains at these churches as 
being part of the Wherwell prebendaries ' rights. These two 
churohes were confirmed to Wherwell by Pope Gregory I X in 1228.(21) 
Gregory ' s bull confirmed the prebendal churches of Goodworth 
(19) B.M. Eger . 2l04A, f. 41, and f. 2l3b (Ao. 3 Hen. V), 
where a font in the parish church is ordered to be 
removed. 
(20) B.M. Eger. 2l04A, f. 39 seq. 
(21) B.M. Eger. 2l04A, f. l7b. 
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Clatford and Middleton together with Tufton and Bullingdon, 
and by the same form of words. It seems likely that all the 
churches and chapels of the hundred were regarded as being 
equally subservient to the conventual high altar, and that the 
area should really be regarded as one parochia, the prebends 
being considered more as a unit than as separate entities. 
Probably the prebendaries of Wherwell parish were considered 
as slightly superior to the others. Anyway, wi th Tufton and 
Eullingdon chapels of Wherwell, it becomes likely on cartographical 
grounds that Middleton at least was once included with them in 
one unit. 
In this case the temptation to regard the four prebendaries 
as the fossilised relic of the staffing of a mother church at 
Wherwell before the founding of the nunnery is quite strong. 
However, the existence of prebendaries at Nunnaminster, which 
never had any surrounding parochial area, makes this less than 
certain. 
It is interesting to note that even the nuns were unsure 
whether the prebendaries were founded in the nunnery after its 
foundation, or >ihether the nunnery was founded in a previously 
existing prebendal church.(22) 
As at Micheldever, the Wherwell area is surrounded by a 
cluster of very small hundreds, strongly suggesting that they 
are the remnant of a larger hundred, the bulk of which had gone 
(22) E.M. Eger. 2104A, f. 41. 
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in 986 to the new nunnery. This is particularly so with regard 
to Barton Stacey, almost surrounded by the arc of land of 
Wherwell hundred. Barton Stacey was a half a nights farm in 
DomeSday;(23) but, comparing the size of the estate with other 
Hampshire nights farm estates, it seems rather small.( 24) It 
seems likely that the hundred of Barton was qnce larger - the 
Wherwell area is the obvious area which may once have been 
connected with Barton. But again, as at Micheldever, this is 
impossible to prove. 
East Meon is almost certainly a church of considerable 
antiquity. In Domesday the church held over 6 hides, more 
than most secular manors, and it had a value to match; being 
worth £4 THE and £5 TRW.(25) This great wealth almost certainly 
(23) Dd. IlIa. 
(24) The T.R. E. Value of a night's farm estate in Hampshire 
was £76.16.8. Broughton and Neatham paid this sum. 
Barton Stacey and Eling both paid the half nights farm 
sum of £38.8.4 and Christchurch paid the quarter farm of 
£19. Basingstoke (probably a half nights farm) and 
Kingsclere and Hurstbourne Tarrant (probably each a quanter 
farm) together paid one nights farm. Basingstoke had 20 
carucates, Kingsclere and Hurstbourne each had 16, making 
52 car ua'ates for the whole farm. Neatham also had 52 
carucates. Barton Stacey had 25, and Eling 20, with 13 
at the quarter farm estate of Christchuroh. The number 
of carucates at Broughton is not given. Thus looks very 
much like one carucate per week. Thus Barton Stacey fits 
very convincingly into line with the other nights farm 
estates of which we have evidence (Wymering, Andover King's 
Somborne and Meonstoke were also night's farm estates, but 
Domesday gives us hardly any information on the size or 
value of these estates). However, to bring the estate up 
to its 25 carucates ~ the King's vlorthy area north of 
Winchester has had to be added to Barton itself. Probably 
this artificial arrangement is not of great age. Almost 
certainly Barton by itself was originally a half night's 
farm. But, if so, it must have been substantially larger, 
to find arable for 25 ploughs. For these estates see 
Dd. IIa (Neatham), lIb (Wymering and Meonstoke), IlIa 
(Barton and Brought on) , IIIb (Eling and Christchurch), IVb 
(Andover , Basingstoke, Kingsclere and Hurstbourne), and 
Va (Somborne). 
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presupposes great antiquity. Another hint of antiquity is 
the grant to it of the manor of Ambersham in Sussex by King 
Since whole manors were not booked to 
field churches by great kings, it is likely that East Meon was 
a church out of the ordinary in the tenth century. Indeed 
the church here may be very ancient indeed. This area was not 
originally in Wessex , but was part of the small Jutish kingdom 
of Wight, ytene or Meonware.(27) The second name points to 
the Meon valley as the centre of the kingdom. It is not 
( 26 ) B.M. Add 15350 (st . Swithun ' s Cartulary) f. 36b, printed 
W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 1114 and J.M. 
Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1243. 
(27) We know almost nothing of the Meonware . Bede 's 
Ecclesiastical Histor i, 15 (ed. B. Colgrave and R.A.B. 
Mynors, p. 50 mentions that the Isle of Wight and the 
land opposite "Tas Jutish rather than Saxon by race, and 
had its own king. We know from Bede, iv, 16 (ed. Colgrave 
and Mynors, p. 382) that Eling was close to the boundary 
of this land, and from Bede iv 16 (ed. Colgrave and Mynors, 
p. 384 ) that the Hamble valley was within it. Bede, iv, 
13, ( ed. Colgrave and Mynors, p. 372) mentions that King 
Wulfhere gave two provinces, Wight and the Meonware. 
Probably, until the destruction of the kingdom by King 
Caedwalla, the 'Jutish ' kingdom of Wight had consisted of 
the Isle, the New Forest (also called ytene -'of the Jutes') 
and the Meon Valley. It has been suggested that Exton -
' Eas t Saxon Town ' - got its name by being originally a 
frontier place (B. O. E. Ekwall, Concise Oxford Di ctionary of 
English Place Names). The Meon valley shares with the 
Isle of Wight a tendency for the parishe~ to be grouped 
into neat rectangular blocks, which is not the case elsewhere 
in the county. These blocks of parishes may well be a 
relic of a very early period when the two areas were 
under one king separate from Wessex. '¥hi le the evidence 
is scrappy, it seems clear that the Eas t Meon area lay 
within the ' Jutish ' lands. 
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impossible that Eas t Meon 'vas some sort of villa regalis in 
this kingdom; not impossible that the church dates from the 
( 28 ) 
very earliest years of the Conversion. HmTever, as \1i th 
the churches of other franohisal hundreds we cannot learn as 
much o.t: the earl y history of Eas t Mean ex: d of the extent of its 
,Earocltil! as ''le "Tould wish . 
In Domesday the hundred of ~ had only t ,,,o manors ( 29 ) 
(assuming the ascri ption of Stoches to thi s hundred to be i n 
error, as seems to be l1kelYe)(30) rr.he l arger of these '{oTas a 
very l arge 72 hide es t ate in t he king ' s hands. Domesday , 
however, mentions that t he estate had previ ousl y been held by 
the monks of the Old IJfinster. King Stephen, at the very 
beginnin of hi s rei gn, ' res t ored' thi s manor to the Old nster, 
wi th the remark the. t the Conqueror had t aken it from t he monlts 
unjustly. It seems likely that st Meon had been an Old 
Minst er estate for some time, a.nd that the roya.l mmership was 
just a temporary aberration of the t i we of Domesday_ It seems 
( 28) 
( 29 ) 
(30) 
Bede, Ecclesiastical U:i;.story, iv , 13 and 16 (ed. Colgr ave 
and Mynors, p . 372, 384) deals \vi.th the tumultuous times 
of st. Wilfrid 's vangel 'sat1on of Wi ght and Sussex. 
Bede specificall y menti ons the foundation 0 a ohurch at 
Selsey, and implies t he foundati on of one i n \~1ght. He 
also mentions numbers of priest s. Probably \Vilfri d or 
his disci ples founded churches in each of the major divisi ons 
of the area. st r~eon 1s vTi thout doubt 'l;he vTeal thiest 
and most central anurch of t he Meonware area, and may, 
therefore, be a church of the earliest period. 
Dd. Vol. lI, p. 41. 
The manor i s probabl~· Stole Charity, which i s not elsewhere 
described in Domesday, s j.noe the Meon axe has nowhere 
called St oke. Omissions of hundred names i n the Hampshire 
Domesday are suffiCiently frequent to cause no surpri se . 
Stoches i s a t Dd . VII, a. 
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certain that this Old Minster estate covered the whole of the 
later franchisal hundred - the parishes of East Meon, Froxfield, 
steep, and most of Hambledon. The second Domesday manor was 
the church and glebe, which remained in Old Minster hands 
throughout. The later parish of East Meon had Froxfield and 
steep as its dependents. The vicarage endowment of East Meon 
makes this quite clear - both Froxfield and s teep were in the 
vicars full disposition, and served by chaplains appointed and 
paid by him. (31) The position of Hambledon is a little less 
clear. The church was appropriated to the bishop himself, from 
before the thirteenth century. It may have been associated 
with Eas t Me on before being detached by the Bishop. An 
ambiguous charter of Henry 11 can be read in this way, but it may 
mean merely that the manor of Hambledon was appertenant to the 
Old Minster estate. (32) The charter reads that the king granted 
to the Old Minster East Meon cum ecclesiis et capellis et 
appertenantis suis, Hameledona scilicet et aliis. The area 
that was dependent on the church of East Meon after Domesday was 
rather small. As with some other churches on franchisal hundreds, 
but particularly here because of the likely age and great wealth 
of this church, it is likely that originally the parocbia was 
substantially larger. To the north of Eas t Meon lies the 
Colemore area, probably originally in Alton parochia, as we 
have already seen. To the south of Hambledon lies the Forest 
(31) 
(32) 
B.M. Add MS. 39968 (Baigent Papers) f. 2b (from Sandale's 
Regis ter, 1317). 
B.M. Add. Ch. 2865~, B.M. Add MS. 15350 (St. Swithun's 
cartulary) f. 6a, printed. Calendar Charter Rolls 
Vol. Ill, p. 351. 
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of Bere, which seems to have been settled only in the eleventh 
and twelfth centuries. It was a very inaccessible and difficult 
area throughout the Middle Ages. It seems likely that the 
For es t was the original southern boundary of the parochia. 
It is a boundary similar to others discussed already; a clear 
geographical division. However, to east and west ~here are 
areas "lhich may have once been subject to Eas t Meon, but, as 
at other franchisal hundreds, there is no evidence. To the 
west of the Eas t Meon area lies an area now divided into a 
number of hundreds, but in Do~esday f orming the hundred of 
Meonstoke .(33) This hundred had a r oyal manor of Meonstoke, 
which was very small (only It hides); but which had a berewick 
in Ti tchfield. Hundreds in Hampshire wi th the same name as a 
royal manor are almost always subordinate to the royal manor. 
It certainly seems possible that Me onstoke is a remnant of a 
much larger manor that had existed before Domesday. Possibly 
the Old Minster Eas t Meon estate represents the rest of this 
hypothetical early royal manor. If so ,' then Eas t and Wes t 
Meon would originally have been in one hundred, which s eems 
reasonable, and Wes tbury, in Meonstoke hundred but Eas t Meon 
parish, would appear less anomalous. To the east lies 
Fi nchdean hundred, a hundred "nth no major royal hundred at 
its centre. However, while this area may have been subject 
to East Me on , this is less likely than the possible subjection 
of the Meonstoke area. In Domesday it consisted of one medium 
(33) Dd. Vol. 11, pp. 47-48. 
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size r oyal manor of 20 hides, (34 ) and a large comital manor 
of 60 hides. (35) It is possible that Chalton was a long 
standing comital manor. It does not look so much like a 
remnant area as the Meonstoke hundred. 
Thus, these franchisal hundreds have churches with clear 
parochie after Domesday. Many were probably originally mother 
churches although some may have been established only after 
the grant of th~ area to the church in question, perhaps in the 
tenth century. Certainly, the tiny hundreds that are so often 
seen adjacent to the franchisal hundreds look like remnants, 
which would point to an earlier period where the franchisal and 
the remnant hundreds were united in a hundred more like the 
average Hampshire hundred - and doubtless ,nth an average 
motger church parochia. 
( 34 ) Dd. IIa. 
( 35 ) Dd. XVb . 
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OTHER POSSIBLE MOTHER CHURCHES 
The churches discussed so far have all been mother 
churches the parochie of which are either relatively simple 
to uncover, or, at the least, have been churches where some 
significant evidence of substantial numbers of dependents 
survives. For most of the county sufficient evidence survives 
on the parochie of early mother churches to enable us to sketch 
out something approaching a map of the pre-Danish parochial 
boundaries in Hampshire. It is not, however, possible to cover 
the whole county in this satisfying way. We have seen that the 
franchisal hundreds have churches which are difficult to fit 
clearly into the pattern. In areas with franchisal estates 
the original boundaries cannot be given at all. Similarly, 
areas where the major churches never were given to religious 
houses, or where the archives of the religious houses to which 
the major churohes were given have not survived may well be 
impossible to elucidate fully, owing to lack of sufficient early 
material. Again, an area with a large amount of land in 
religious - espeoially episcopal - hands, but where the religious 
land was not sufficiently large to warrant the establishment of 
a franchisal hundred, may also introduce a distorting element. 
The northern third of the country has no areas where the 
arrangement of the mother churohes and their parochie is completely 
clear, because of these factors. The same situation appears 
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in the Isle of Wight. However, although we cannot elucidate 
the situation fully, yet hints and fragments of evidence 
survive which enables us to point to various ch~ches which 
may have been, or in many cases probably were, mother churches, 
although nowhere can we give other than the sketchiest of 
descriptions. 
One of these churches is Andover, the church connected 
with the great royal hundredal manor of Andover. The church 
was granted to the Norman house of st. Florent-de-Saumur by 
the Conqueror,(l) and two deeds of the reign of Henry I describe 
its parochial jurisdiction then.(2) In these deeds we read 
() 
only of jurisdication ;ver the later parishes of Andover, and, 
probably, Knight's Enham. The only dependent mentioned is 
the church of Foxcot, later a chapel within Andover parish. 
If the church had ever had a parochia of greater size, it must 
have broken up before the reign of William I. A later tithe 
dispute between the rector of Andover and the rector of Knight's 
Enham (which is totally surrounded by Andover) may be a relic 
of early subordination. (3) But the church of Andover stood 
(1) W.C.1-1. no. 2129 (an inspeximus of Edward I of the original 
grant) • 
(2) W.C.M. no. 2129 (included with the Conqueror's charter 
in the inspeximus mentioned above). 
(3) B.M. Add MS . 39959 (Baigent Papers) f. 242b. 
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at the centre of the hundred, was connected with the hundred 
manor, had a large parish, and was wealthy, with £67.13.4. a 
year in 1291. (4) All these make Andover a possible mother 
church. 
However, Amport, within the same hundred of Andover, has 
some features which also seem old at first sight. The parish 
of Appleshaw, and the chapel of Cholderton, now within the 
parish of Amport, were d~pendent on Amport in the early thirteenth 
century. (5) The large parish of Amport, especially with the 
parish of its dependent, Appleshaw, added to it, is of such a 
shape as to suggest that a number of other parishes; Fifield, 
Kimpton, Thruxton, Quarley, Grateley, Shipton Bellinger, and 
South Tidworth, may have been cut out of it. ' The church of 
Grateley is called capella(6) in a charter of Henry 1,(7) but 
this charter is remarkably confused, and the term may well mean 
very little. The charter reads 
(4) Rec . Comm. (1802) Taxatio Pape Nicholai, p. 212. 
(5) W.D. Peckham, The Chartular of the Hi h Church of Chichester 
(Sussex Rec. Soc. 1942 p. 96. This was a grant of 1211-21 
by the st. John family to Chichester of Amport church with 
the chapels of Cholderton and Appleshaw. These churches 
are also ascribed to Amport in a Fine Roll of 1200, B.M. 
Add MS . 39959 (Baigent Papers) f. 208a, ,no. 14, 15. They 
remained chapels of Amport to after the Reformation, and 
are ascribed to Amport in Coopers Register of 1548 (B.M. Add 
MS. 39959 (Baigent Papers) f. 1996, 1548). 
(6) Too much cannot be made of this, as the chapel could as 
easily have been dependent on Wall op or some third mother 
church. 
(7) W. Farrer and C.T. Clay, Early Yorkshire Charters, Vol. I, 
p. 120. 
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Sciatis me concessisse Deo et ecclesie Sancti 
Petri Eboracensis in perpetuam elemosinam ad 
faciendas in ecclesia ilIa duas ecclesias 
vlillelmi thesaurarii et unam ecclesiam capellam 
quas ipse tenebit in vita sua scilicet ecclesiam 
de Wall op capellam de Grateleia (& the church 
of Market Weighton, Yorks) 
Amport was wealthier than the average church in 1291, being 
worth £26 .13.4; but not by a great deal.(8) 
Unfortunately, no evidence - even of the most unsubstantial 
- survives to point to any parochial ties between Aroport and 
Andover. The church of Amport was granted to Chichester about 
1210, and doubtless any surviving ties would have been 
extinguished then. HOVlever, the lack of any mention of Amport 
in the description of the parish in the .time of Henry I probably 
means that any ties there might have been had been extinguished 
long before the grant to Chichester. 
Andover is a larger than average parish, but not by a 
very substantial amount. Apart from the town of Andover, the 
only other clearly defined settlements within the parish are 
Foxcot, and the small upland area of Hatherden. Possibly, on 
cartographical grounds, we can say that Penton Mewsey parish 
has been cut out of Andover at some date, but even on 
cartographical grounds this is by no means sure. The twelfth 
century evidence, limiting the parochia of Andover to this 
small modern parish, is most disappointing, for this rich 
church, at the centre of a very important royal manor, is 
(8) Rec. Comm. (1802 ) Taxatio Pape Nicholai, p. 212. 
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exactly the sort of church one would expect to have been a 
mother church. It was certainly old, and of some significance 
in the tenth century, for in 994 King Athelred chose it as the 
site where Olaf Tryggvason, later King of Norway, received 
baptism and confirmation (Athelred standing sponsor), and 
where Olaf agreed with Athelred never again to invade England.(9) 
The site of these important events, conducted, we are told, 
'with great ceremony' is unlikely to have been a mere chapel 
or field church. It is unfortunate that our surviving records 
on this church are so scanty. 
The hundred of Basingstoke was dominated by a very 
important royal manor. (10) It was a nights farm estate, and 
Domesday seems to suggest that the other nights farm estates 
in the area - Kingsclere and Hurstbourne Tarrant - were 
subordinate to it. A later document shows that six hundreds 
were dependent on the royal reeve at Basingstoke. (11) It 
seems nearly certain that, as at King's Somborne (with its two 
appertenant hundreds) Basingstoke was originally one of these 
royal vills used as the administrative centre of a large area, 
that have been postulated as the predescessors of the hundreds. 
At all events, this great manor, with its nights farm, its 
dominance over all the royal jurisdictional apparatus in North 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle sub anno 994. 
p. 128, 129. 
(10) Dd. ivb. 
Ed . G.N. Garmonsway, 
(11) H.M. Cam, Liberties and Communities in Medieval England 
(1963) p. 99, and F. Baigent and J. Millard, A History of 
of Basingstoke, p. 362f, with V.C.H., Vol. I, p. 402. 
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Hampshire, and its wealth, is exactly the sort of place 
one might expect t o find a mother church in, and there can 
be little doubt that such a mother church was, in fact, 
there. 
This church was the church of the parish of Basing 
with Basingstoke. In Domesday we learn that the Abbey of 
Mont St. Michel held a church within the hundred of Basingstoke, 
with one hide and the tithe of Basingstoke.(12) Later the 
Abbey held the churches of Basing and Basingstoke within the 
hundred, and subsequently this holding descended through 
Selborne Priory to Magdalen College, Oxford. Throughout the 
Middle Ages these two churches of Basing and Basingstoke were 
regarded, as it were, as partners. Which of the two was the 
older, the original mother church, is, therefore rather 
difficult to discover. There seems to be a change in emphasis 
in the documents, for the earlier ones speak rather more of 
Basing than of Basingstoke, while the later ones seem to 
speak rather more of Basingstoke. In fact, the six earliest 
documents only mention Basing. The two earliest are a 
charter issued on the occasion of the institution to the 
church of a clerk Gervase of Chichester,(13) and, shortly 
after that a charter recording that a pension of three marks 
had been granted from the church of Basing to William de 
(12) 
(13) 
Dd. ciia. 
B.M. Add MS. 39960 (Baigent Papers) f. 7b (from a 
Mont st. Mi chel charter of 1155-1162). 
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Sainte Mere I'Eglise.(14) However, a bull of Adrian IV, 
of approximately the same date, mentions both churches, 
apparently as being of equal status. (15) The charters 
dealing with the transfer of the churches from Mont. st. 
Michel to the new foundation of Selborne (at the beginning 
of the thirteenth century) similarly speak of Basing and 
Basingstoke as eqUals.(16) One of this group of charters 
only mentions Basingstoke, in a context where both churches 
must be implied. (17) 
, 
This is either a copyists error, or 
(15) 
(16 ) 
(17) 
B.M. Add MS. 39960 (Baigent Papers) f. 8a. See also 
F. Baigent and J. Millard. A History of Basingstoke, 
p. 12. The other early documents naming only Basing 
in contexts where the whole of the dual parish must be 
implied are two late twelfth century documents at 
Magd. CoIl. Oxford Munim, Basing Box no. 19 (printed in 
W.D. Macray, Ope cit., Vol. 11, p. 2) which is the 
presentation of Philip de Lucy to the rectory, now void 
through the cession of William de Ste. Mere I'Eglise, 
and no. 42 (printed Macray, p. 1) which is the archidiaconal 
return made following the cession of rector William. This 
return speaks of the church of Basing with its dependent 
chapels. Since the later joint parish had only one 
chapel - that of Up Nateley - the plural fchapels' probably 
implies that Basingstoke was also dependent then. Finally 
there are two confirmations of Mont St. Michel's possessions 
within the diocese of Winchester, one of Bishop Godfrey, 
of about 1194 (Magd. ColI. Munim, Basing no. 26, printed 
Macray, p. 1) and one of Bishop Peter, of about 1205-1210 
(no. 34, printed Macray, p. 1). Thus the usual name of 
the parish up to about 1200 was 'Basing'. 
J.H. Round, Calendar of Documents Preserved in France, 
p. 268, no. 736. Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, 
Vol. VI, pt. 11, p. 991. 
Magdalen ColI. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box nos. 5, 7 
(printed in W.D. Macray, Calendar of Charters relating to 
Selborne, Vol. 11 15, 16) Basing Box nos. 35, 14 and 27 
(printed Macray, Ope cit., p. 4,3), Selborne Box nos. 370, 
100, (printed Macray, Ope cit., Vol. I, p. 14). 
Magd. CoIl. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box no. 7 (printed 
in W.D. Macray, OPe cit., Vol. 11, p. 16), a bull of Pope 
Gregory IX. 
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else the firs t stage of a prooess apparent during the thirteenth 
oentury, where Basing is steadily more frequently spoken of 
as a ohapel of Basingstoke. The vioarage endowment of Basing 
- Basingstoke of 1244 shows this most clearly, for it mentions 
there that the vioar was to live from henoe forward at 
Basingstoke, whereas before he had lived at BaSing.(18) 
on Basing is usually oalled a ohapel of BaSingstoke.(19) 
Later 
It is possible that the ohuroh of Basingstoke was in faot 
a late, even post-Conquest foundation. It is dedioated to 
st. ~liohael - an unusual dedication in Hampshire - 'and this may 
point , to ,foundation by the Abbey of Mont St. Mi ohel. Furthermore, 
the oemetery of Basingstoke is so small, and that at Basing so 
large, it seems likely that originally the Basing oemetery was 
used for Basingstoke as well. The reotory manor of the joint 
(18) 
(19) 
Magd. ColI. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box no. 26, printed 
W.D. Maoray, Calendar of Charters Relating to Selborne, 
Vol.II , p. 16. 
Thus, Magd. ColI. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box no. 12 
(printed Maoray, Ope oit., Vol. 11, p. 14) is a oomposition 
between Monk Sherborne Priory and Philip de Luoy, reotor 
of Basingstoke. de Luoy is twioe oalled reotor of Basing 
and Basingstoke in the body of the text, but is oalled 
simply reo tor of Basingstoke in the asoription of the 
papal buil. For the later development of Basing as a 
ohapel of Basingstoke, see V.C.H. Vol. ,IV, p. 126. 
However, late into the thirteenth oentury there oontinue 
to be mentions of the church of Basing and Basingstoke, 
and even of Basing without Basingstoke. The latest 
document knovffi to me whioh speaks of the ohurch of Basing 
only in a oontext where the whole of the dual parish must 
be meant is Magd . ColI. Oxford Munim. Basing Box no. 30 
(printed Maoray, Ope oit., Vol. 11, p. 10), which is an 
episcopal confirmation of the possessions of Selborne of 
1294. 
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parish lay around the church of Basing, not around that of 
Basingstoke. This, and the early name of Basing for the 
dual parish, makes it seem most likely that Basing rather 
than Basingstoke was the older church of the two, and the 
original mother church. Once a church had been founded at 
Basingstoke it would quickly become important as the vi11 of 
Basingstoke developed into an important market town during 
the twelfth century. The increasing economic importance of 
Basingstoke might well in due course allow the erstwhile dependent 
to dominate its erstwhile superior. However, even if so, the 
question must be asked why the original mother church was at 
Basing rather than Basingstoke, the Domesday centre of the royal 
manor, and the place from which the hundred took its name. 
Basing, in fact, was a separate estate both in the time of 
King Edward and in the time of King Wi11iam.(20) However, 
Basing seems to have been in the kings hands in 951-955,(21) 
and it seems quite possible that the two vil1s were originally 
one. It this is so, then the centre of the original manor 
(20) Basingstoke was held by the king T.R.E. and T.R.W. 
Dd. ivb; Basing was held be Altei T.R. E. and by Hugh de 
Port T.R.W. Dd. xvia. 
(21) King Eadred's will left, among considerable other property, 
the estate of Basing to his mother. The will is printed 
in W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxonicum, no. 912-914. 
Shortly before this, in 945, King Edmund had granted land 
at various places in Basing to his priest, Aethe1noth, 
who in turn granted it to the New Minster somewhen between 
946 and 953; documents printed in W. de G. Birch, Ope cit., 
no. 803, 804. This was the l ater estate of Lickpit. It 
would, therefore, appear likely that Basing was in royal 
hands in the mid tenth century. Interestingly, the 945 
charter describes the grant as mansionem monasticam which 
may also imply a monasterium at Basing at that time. 
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and hundred may have been at Basing, rather than at Basingstoke; 
the hundred being transferred, together with the advowson of 
the church, to the new, smaller, Icing's manor of Basingstoke 
when the Basing area was first alienated somewhen between 
951-955 and Domesday. Certainly the church of Basing was in 
the advowson of the king, presumably as an appurtenant of the 
manor of Basingstoke, up to the time when the king gave it to 
the Abbey of Mont St. Michel.(22) Like the other churches we 
have discussed, therefore, Basing was probably a church founded 
on and connected with a great royal manor. 
The church of Basing and Basingstoke later had one 
dependent, Up Nateley, to the east. The service of this 
dependent was discussed in detail in the 1244 vicarage endowment 
of BaSing-BaSingstoke.(23) On geographical grounds the parish 
of Eastrop, almost entirely surrounded by the parishes of 
Basing and Basingstoke; and Maplederwell, which divided Up 
Nateley from the rest of the parochia, must have been cut out 
of an early ecclesiastical unit in which they were joined to 
Basing and Basingstoke. Chineham, just north of Eastrop, is 
also almost surrounded by Basing and Basingstoke parishes. 
This was certainly originally part of the parochia, for a 
( 22 ) Dd. X11a shows that T.R.E. the church was held by the 
king's clerk, Bishop Walter of Hereford, making it 
nearly certain that the advowson was the king ' s at that 
time. 
(23) Magd. Coll. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box no. 26, 
printed W.D. Macray, Calendar of Charters relating to 
Selborne, Vol. 11, p. 16. Magd. Coll. Oxford Munim. 
Basing Box no. 25, printed Macray, op. cit., p. 1, is a 
grant of the chapel of Nateley to a clerk, Roger, by 
William de Sainte Mere I ' Eglise, the rector of Basing, 
showing that the dependence of Up Nateley dated from at 
least the twelfth century. 
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thirteenth century tithe dispute between Basingstoke and 
Sherborne st. John decided that the area lay in Basingstoke 
parochia although it also decided that Sherborne st. John 
should collect the tithe, on payment of a pension to Basingstoke.(24) 
Hatch and Cliddesden, to the south, may have been similarly cut 
out. The parish of Basing-Basingstoke was large, and the 
church was, at £56.0 .0. a year in 1291, moderately wealthy. (25) 
Thus, the twelfth and thirteenth century evidence shows us a 
parochia covering the royal lands (Basingstoke and Up Nateley) 
and the recently alienated royal lands· (Basing). On 
cartographical grounds other small areas were probably originally 
included. However, this church, while we have enough evidence 
to make it seem likely that this was an old mother church, had 
a twelfth century parochia rather small for the church of so 
important a royal manor. Probably, at some stage, this mother 
church had lost control of all its parochia except the lands 
in the kings hands. Other areas which may once have been in 
the parochia are the non-royal areas of Basingstoke hundred, 
especially Sherborne st. John, north of Basingstoke, and the 
area of the small hundreds of Chuteley and Bermondspit, the 
one west of, the other south of Basingstoke. These small 
hundreds had no central manors,and were among the hundreds 
(24) Magd. Coll. Oxford Munim. Basingstoke Box no. 12, 
printed Macray, op. cit., p. 14. 
(25) Rec. Comm. (1802) Taxatio Pape Ni cholai, p. 212. 
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dependent on the reeve of Basingstoke. This is especially 
so in the case of Chuteley, lying between Basingstoke and 
Kingsclere. Since these two were tenurially linked, with 
Basingstoke perhaps the major partner, the area between them 
was probably also subject to Basingstoke, perhaps ecclesiastically 
as well as jurisdictionally. The parochia of Basing probably 
covered some (at least) of this area but no evidence at all 
survives to tell us how much. 
The church of Kings clere is remarkably similar to Basing 
- Basingstoke in many respects. The parish was extremely 
large, covering many vills as well as Kingsclere itself. 
The church was very wealthy, with four hides one Virgate.(26) 
Kingsclere manor was a major royal estate, a nights farm 
estate with a hundred attached. Its church has every sign of 
being an ancient mother church. However, very little evidence 
survives of dependence on Kingsclere from the surrounding vills. 
To the west the parishes of Ecchinswell and Sydmonton were 
dependent. However, these two parishes were often not given 
separate parochial status in the medieval period. They were 
usually classed together with North Oakley which is now 
considered as being completely within the parish of Kingsclere. ( 27) 
(26) Dd. xiib. 
(27) Very little medieval evidence on the dependents of 
Kingsclere survives. The best is the vicarage endowment 
of 1368 (B.M. Add MS. 39967 (Baigent Papers) f. 36b; from 
Orleton's Register ) which mentions these three by name as 
chapels. W.C.M. no. 12538 (1384-85) also speaks of 
Ecchinswell as being in the parish of Kingsclere. 
Ecchinswell is called a free chapel in the grant and 
regrant of the advowson to st. Cross Hospital by the 
Bishop (1249-1252 ). Kingsclere was in the advowson of 
Hyde until c. 1200 when it was alienated. In 1337 it 
was granted to the newly founded Bisham Priory. 
Ecchinswell was originally in the advowson of the bishop, 
but was later granted to the Hospital of st. Cross. 
V.C.H. Vol. IV, p. 265. 
$ 'Po.ss,\' If. }J.ol::l..c.1' c.v.."",,~ 
-+ 'P ... "",\.. ChV .. J, 
.J.ll- COU>\~ ~OU~c."".j 
."..- PV'ob"."'\e.. ~($'M4.,JA~ "'U,/\')('~ 
\> 0 U ~ ct.r'\G.S 
- \:'cr..V"I., \."U~"'V\~ 
~ \(\",~~ C.\~ .. '- ~,,'/\'b«) ~ 0 '/4.'1"\:.0,", ItV.Mr~ C-) c..\\""\..f,.\~J "1Jl\~"~ G) ~~\,,~sI:.O\(,4. "'\J"''''I> .. ~ @ ~o.. ... l:oV\ S't-a.c:.4j ..... V ... ~('c.') 
(E) G\J\ .... ~Qj(" ~IJ~'I"~ 
321 
Ecchinswell had a different patron from Kingsclere, but 
othervrise it was no different from Sydmonton. 
Hannington, in Chuteley hundred, lay in two portions. 
One of these portions is almost surrounded by Kingsclere 
parish. Since this portion includes the village and church 
it seems likely on cartographical grounds that this parish 
has been cut out of ICingsclere. So also, perhaps, has been 
Wolverton just to the north of Hannington. Beyong this small 
group of dependents and possible dependents nothing has 
survived to tell us of the parochia here. 
Another area which may once have been dependent but 
for which no evidence has survived is the Highclere - Burghclere 
area to the west. This area, however was granted to the 
bishop in 749 and must have lost any ties of dependence, if 
it had had any, very early. (28) To the east of Kingsclere 
lies the forest of Pamber. This area was very wild, and 
mostly consisted of denes attached to distant hundreds. 
Baughurst was attached to Evingar, Tadley similarly attached 
to Overton, and Pamber to Barton stacey.(29) This area was 
very late settled, and the churches were similarly of late 
foundation. Indeed, Pamber parish is that very rare - perhaps 
(28) B.M. Add MS. 15350 (st. Swithun's Cartulary) f. 33, printed 
W. de G. Birch, Cartularium Saxoni cum , no. 179, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1006, G.D. Dunlop, Pages from the 
History of Highclere, Hampshire (1940) p. 7. The land 
was apparently out of Winchester hands between 959 and 
963 x 975, when the king's minister Aelfwine held it. 
B.M. Add MS. 15350, f. 31, 11, printed Birch, Ope cit., 
no. 1051, 1151, Kemble, Ope cit., no. 1225, 602. However, 
apart from this brief period, Winchester control here 
seems to have been unbroken from the eighth century. 
(29) For the hundredal ties, see V.C.H., Vol. IV, p. 275 
(BaughUrst) p. 433 (Pamber) p. 219 (Tadley). Doubtless 
these vills were originally denes of the main manors of 
these distant hundreds. 
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unique - thing, a parish which never has had a parish church. 
Just over the parish boundary, in Monk Sherborne parish, the 
alien priory of Monk Sherborne was founded in the early 
twelfth century. The people of Pamber went there for Mass, 
and this practice was eventually finalised when the lord of 
Pamber founded a chantry in the priory to serve Pamber 
parochially. At the dissolution the chantry here was specifically 
exempted, and so, until today, Pamber has been served from a 
church outside the parish by a chaplain who is, legally, a 
chantry chaplain. (30) These late founded forest parishes -
of which Pamber is only the most interesting - may well 
originally have been dependent on Kingsclere. 
Finally, south of Kingsclere, lies the hundred of Overton. 
Most of this hundred lay in the episcopal manor of Overton.(31 ) 
Like most large episcopal manors, Overton had a church with some 
quasi mother church features. The hundred, however, was qui te 
small, and may have been once depenient on Kingsclere. 
(30) The vicarage endowment of Monk Sherborne (1313) not only 
speaks of the tithe of Pamber as belonging to the vicar, 
but also speaks of the duty of the provost of Queen's 
College, Oxford (the rector of Monk Sherborne) to find 
all the expenses of a fit chaplain to celebrate (clearly, 
although not expressly for the inhabitants of Pamber) in 
the Priory church. Queen's ColI. Oxford Munim. no. 163. 
After the Reformation the College attempted to cease to 
provide a chaplain on the grounds that the chaplain was 
a chantry and so illegal. The Bishop, however, decided 
that, whatever the original status of the priest, the 
provision should continue, for the general good of the 
inhabitants of Pamber. B.M. Add MS . 39974 (Baigent 
Papers) f. 291a (from Horne' s Regi ster, 1567). 
(31) Dd. Vol. II, p. 51. 
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Thus, at Kingsclere, we have a church which is almost 
certainly ancient, but about whose parochia we know almost 
nothing. 
These areas are mostly unclear because not enough 
evidence has survived. In the Isle of Wight we know very 
little about the original parochial system, not because of 
lack of evidence, but because of an embarassing superfluity of 
it. Domesday shows us that the monks of Lyre held six churches 
in the Isle at that date.(3 2) These churches had been granted 
to Lyre by its founder, William Fitz Osbern, the Conqueror's 
first Lord of the Isle. Later the churches held by Lyre were 
Freshwater, with its dependent of Brook; Carisbrooke, with its 
dependents of Newport, Northwood, and Shorwell; Arreton; 
Godshill; Newchurch; Niton; and \Vhippingham. It is not known 
if these churches were granted to Lyre as one mother church and 
a number of dependents, as a group of mother churches each with 
its o~m dependents, or just as a group of unconnected independent 
churches. The Cartulary of Carisbrooke contains many interesting 
references to tithe rights enjoyed by the alien priory at 
Carisbrooke, or to pensions, churchscot and so on. Unfortunately 
the Cartulary rarely records how the priory held the income; 
whether gua priory, or qua rector of one of the parish churches, 
and, if gua rector, then gua rector of which church. Our 
evidence makes it seem likely that Carisbrooke church was a 
mother church, but it is not sufficient to show us whether 
(32) Dd. xxxia. 
r ' ! 
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that mother church originally had a parochia co-extensive 
with the Isle, or covering only a part of it. The Isle is 
large - about the size of the parochia of Christchurch, for 
instance. Since, unlike the parochia of Chri stchurch , the 
Isle is relatively fertile, one would, a priori, expect more 
than one mother church in it. 
A glance at the parochial map of the Isle makes it clear 
that the modern parishes have been formed by dividing up 
earlier, larger units. The map seems to show four earlier 
uni ts. The area south of Newport is a maze of small parishes 
interlinked with scores of tiny detached portions of dis tant 
parishes. Yet regarded as a whole, the area has clear 
boundaries and a simple rectangular shape. If we take the 
north-south line across the centre of the Isle, between 
Northwood, Carisbrooke, Gatcombe, Chillerton (a detached portion 
of Carisbrooke), and Chale on the one hand, and Whippingham, 
Arreton, qodshill, Whitwell, and Niton on the other, as the 
eastern edge of this area, and the north-south line running 
some three miles west of this (between Northwood, Carisbrooke 
and Shorwell on the one hand, and Calbourne and Brighstone on 
the other) as the eastern, this becomes quite clear. 
Similarly, if we t ake the western boundary of Newchurch parish, 
some three miles east of the central line, then the area 
between this line and the central line forms another rectangular 
block of parishes, remarkably similar to the Carisbrooke block 
in both size and shape. The two remaining areas, to the 
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east of Arreton, and the west of Carisbrooke, would then 
appear as two further blocks of parishes, about the same 
size as the two central ones, but not quite the same shape, 
because of the seashore. 
These four areas are very similar in area. The Newchurch 
- Brading area is approximately 86 square kilometers; the 
Arreton - Godshill area appro~mately 109 square kilometers; 
the Carisbrooke area approximately 99 square kil ometers; and 
the Freshwater - Calbourne area approximately 86 square 
kilometers, about a mean of 95 lcLlometers. The temptation to 
see these four blocks of parishes as an early division of the 
Isle into fQur land-units is very strong. One would expect 
to get some confirmation of this from the hundred boundaries, 
but, unfortunately, this is not possible. Domesday implies 
a division of the Island into two administrative areas, at 
least for the r oyal estates, ~o east and west of the central 
dividing line.(33) This corresponds with the modern hundredal 
division of East and West Medine. Domesday also mentions 
Hemreswel, Bowcombe, and Calbourne hundreds.(34) This last 
hundred, we are told 'lies in' Bowcombe hundred. Only three 
small properties are placed in Hemreswel, and we cannot even 
be sure as to in which part of the Isle it- lay. Probably 
(33) The royal estates east of the Medine are grouped at 
Dd. va - via; those west of the Medine at Dd. xxxb -
xxxia. Non royal estates, both those to the east and 
those to the west of the Medine are grouped after the 
, royal west Medine estates, at Dd. xxxia - xxxiv. 
(34) Hemreswel is mentioned at Dd. xxxiv; Bowcombe at 
Dd. xxxiv and xxxia. Calbourne at Dd. xxxia. 
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Domesday shows us the end of a prooess whereby a number of 
small hundreds (suoh as Hemreswel) were amalgamated, in the 
interests of effioienoy and (probably) greater power for the 
Lord of the Isle. Perhaps Fitz Osbern was responsible. At 
all events we oannot, unfortunately, use the evidenoe of the 
hundreds as evidenoe for or against this suggestion of four 
early land-units. 
Assuming the existenoe of these four early land-units 
for the time being, we might expeot four mother ohuroh parochie 
to matoh; or at least two, to matoh the post-conquest hundreds. 
It is, perhaps, signifioant that Carisbrooke oan be shown to 
have had a paroohia oo-extensive with the first described 
blook of parishes, but that nowhere outside that blook of 
parishes oan be shown to have been dependent paroohially on 
Carisbrooke. As for the seoond blook of parishes, to the 
east of the Medine , it is perhaps significant that Lyre held 
the churohes of Arreton, Godshill, Ni ton, and Whippingham 
within this area. Sinoe Whi twell was predominantly a dependent 
of Godshill (strangely, the north aisle of Whitwell was a 
dependent of Gatcombe),(35) Wootton was apparently in Whippingham 
(35) This strange paroohial arrangement is disoussed in V.C .H. 
Vol. V, p. 203, and in R. Worsley, History of the Isle of 
Wi ght (1781) p. 209. A oomposition of 1515 shows that 
the parishioners of Godshill at Whitwell were to be 
buried at Godshill, while ~o ~~Pial of the parishioners 
of Gatoombe_at ~fuitwell were similarly to be buried at 
Gatoombe. The repair of the chancel of st. Radegund 
(the Gatcombe chapel) was the responsibility of the rector 
of Gatcombe, but the repair of the chanoel of the Godshill 
ohapel of st. Mary was the responsibility of the Godshill 
parishioners in Whitwell. (B. M. Add MS . 39966 (Baigent 
Papers ) f. 5la). Unffortunately, we have no map to show 
how the parish of 1~itwell was divided between these two 
mother churohes. Eventually a oemetery was established 
at Whitwell in 1582 for the benefit of the Godshill 
parishioners there. B.M. Add MS . 39966 (Baigent Papers) 
f. 25a, from Watson's Regis ter. 
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parish when founded,(36) and Bins tead apparently came into 
existence as a capella ante portas for the use of the familia 
of Quarr Abbey,(37) it would appear that Lyre held all the 
(36) 
(37) 
The Oglander Memoirs, ed. W.H. Long (1888) p. 197, has 
this remark of Sir J. Oglander (mid-seventeenth century) 
about Wootton. 'This church was bwylt by Waltor de Insula 
in ye fyrst yere of Wi lliam ye 2nd Anno Dom. 1087 accordinge 
to an owld recorde that I have sene. When he or his fathor 
had seated themselves at Wodditon they bwylte this church 
for ease of themselves, fameley and tennantes and endowed 
itt; for before itt belonged to ye parrish of Whippinghame.' 
No other trace remains of any such 'owld recorde' although 
the date is unexceptionable. It is probably bemt to 
assume that Sir John's words are based on something in the 
way of evidence. Certainly Wootton was a Lisle chapel in 
the t welfth century, for a document probably of that century 
has a WaIter de Insula speaking of Wootton as capellam meam . 
B.M. Eger . 3667 (Carisbrooke Cartulary) f. 70. 
The Oglander Memoirs, ed. W.R . Long (1888) p. 188. 'This 
church wase founded in the reygne of Henry ye Seconde by 
ye Abbott of Quarr becawse he woold not have all his 
tennantes and ye inhabitantes of Binsteede come to trouble 
ye Abbeye church. By reason of ye propinquitie of ye 
Abbeye, Binsteede wase then very populous and a great many 
servantes of all kindes then dwellinge at Nunam. They 
tooke order that a monnke of theyre owne showld every 
Sondaye discharge ye cure.' As with Oglander's remarks 
on Wootton, the date and reason he gives for the foundation 
of Binstead appear quite reasonable, although no independent 
evidence survives. Probably the remark that the church 
was served by a Quarr monk refers only to the years 
immediately preceding the Dissolution. At least, 
S.F. Hockey, Quarr Abbey , p. 215, implies that this practice 
was only a temporary expedient of this time, and B.M. Add 
MS . 29436 (st. Swithun's Cartulary 11) f. 66a shows that 
the advowson was in the episcopal manor of Bins tead at the 
end of the thirteenth century, It is· best to leave the 
question of the exact circumstances of the foundation of 
Binstead open. The date given by Oglander, however, must 
be about right; Winchester only acquired this manor after 
the Conquest, and Quarr was not founded until 1132. 
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parochial rights in the second block as \-Tell. (38) It is 
tempting to postulate four mother churches in the Isle, to 
see our evidence for Carisbrooke as describing one of them to 
us, and to see the Lyre holdings in the second as descending 
from a second, although little evidence of ties of subordination 
survives. It is possible that some early Carisbrooke confirmation 
charters, which mention Arreton, but not any of the other churches 
in the area can be read in this light, if we assume that the 
authors of the charters meant the other churches here to be 
confirmed automatically with Arreton - which would imply that 
they were dependent on Arreton at that date.(39) Another 
pointer in the same direction is that, although Godshill and 
Lyre holding of Arreton is explicitly mentioned in 
Domesday (Dd. va). Arreton, Godshill, Niton and 
~fuippingham are all mentioned in five twelfth century 
confirmations to Lyre of the possessions of its priory 
of Carisbrooke. B.M. Eger. 3667 (Carisbrooke Cartulary) 
f. 18a (Earl William of Devon), 20a (King Henry 11), 
24b (Bishop Godfrey de Lucy), 25a (Bishop Godfrey), 30a 
(Pope Alexander III). Binstead presumably lay in 
Arreton parish before a separate church was founded here. 
Possibly the grant by the Abbot of Lyre to Quarr of all 
its tithe for a pension of 40/-, while specifically referring 
to all the Quarr tithe throughout the Isle , is, nonetheless, 
to be read as the formal a cceptance of the subtraction of 
Binstead from Arreton. Cart. Carisbrooke, f. 69b, mid-
l ate twelfth century. 
B.M. Eger . 3667 (Carisbrooke Cartulary) f. 33a, of 
either Pope Lucius 11 (1144-45) or Pope Lucius III 
(1181-1185), f. 33b, of Pope Celestine III (1191-1198 ), 
f. 34a of Pope Innocent III (1198-1216 ) and f. 23a, of 
Bishop Henry de Blois. 
· 329 
vlliippingham are almost certainly included in the six 
churohes held by Lyre in Domesday, together with 
Carisbrooke, Freshwater, and Arreton , only Carisbrooke, 
Freshwater, and Arre ton are mentioned a second time under 
the royal manors on which they stood; perhaps implying 
that Arreton was more important than Godshill or vfuipPingham.(40) 
These speculations are interesting, but unprovable. 
Almost all our evidence of subordination on the Isle comes 
from the small group of churches dependent on Christchurch. 
In the last resort, we cannot be sure that the group of 
dependents here was always so small, or whether it had 
originally been larger. The churches of Northwood, Newport , 
and Shorwell, were dependent on Carisbrooke. An early 
thirteenth or late twelfth century confirmation of the 
Priory lands, for instance, includes 
(40) Arreton is at Dd. va, Freshwater at Dd . xxxb, 
Carisbrooke (Bowcombe) at Dd. xxxb, Vfuippingham at 
Dd. vb (the royal estate), xxxiia, xxxiiib. Godshill 
is not mentioned by name in Domesday. 
Ecclesiam de Caresbroc cum capellis suis de 
Nordewede, et de Sorewelle et de Maladeria, 
et de Novo Burgo(4l ) 
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When Chale was f ounded,in 1114, the area of this parish was 
also wi thin the parochia. The founder of Chale, Hugo Gernun 
claimed that his men had never before been parishioners of any 
church, but had gone wnere they willed, and been buried where 
they willed. The priest of Carisbrooke claimed against this 
(41) B.M. Eger, 3667 (Carisbrooke Cartulary) f. l7b (Charter 
of Earl William Vernon of Devon 1194-1217). We have 
further information on the dependence of each of these 
churches (leaving aside the hospital of Maladeria). 
Earl William Vernon of Devon founded Newport borough, 
and the chapel in it. He gave Carisbrooke a pension of 
2 marks if they would serve the new chapel of his new 
borough, on the understanding that all parishioners of 
Newport would attend Carisbrooke on all major feasts. 
Carisbrooke Cartulary f. l7b. Northwood and Shorwell 
were both confirmed as chapels of Carisbrooke in the 
confirmations of Pope Lucius III (1181-1185) and Urban 
III (1185-1187). Carisbrooke Cartulary f. 32a, 
Carisbrooke Cartulary f. 70a is the record of a major 
dispute over the advowson and status of Shorwell, of 1205. 
Carisbrooke recognised the rights to the advowson of 
Walterde Lisle, the manorial lord, but safeguarded the 
mother church rights to substantial tithe rights, to 
Peterspence, synodals, heriot, and sepulture. The 
Shorwell bodies .. Tere to be buried at Carisbrooke. The 
chaplain of Shorwell was to swear fealty to the church 
of Carisbrooke, and lead his parishioners there in a 
formal procession on the feast of the dedication of 
Carisbrooke. 150 years later, however, the Shorwell 
inhabitants got their own cemetery at last, after which 
Shorwell is usually considered an independent parish. 
W. D. Long, The Oglander Memoirs, p. 107. · ' Shorwell did 
once belonge to Cares broke and wase part of that parrisch 
in Edward ye 3rd his time, and then by mediation of ye 
inhabytantes and through the power of ye Pryor of Lacoke 
it wase reduced from Caresbroke and made a parrisch. One 
reason amonst others that they urged wase ye greate inconvenience 
they suffered in carryinge of corses to buriole to Cares broke 
through ye waltorishe lane at winter, whereby many caught 
theyre deaths. So that ye death in winter tyme of one 
caus ed many more. ' 
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that they were legally his parishioners. The dispute went 
before Bishop William Giffard on the occasion of the dedication 
of Chale. Eventually, 'for the sake of peace' Hugo granted 
Carisbrooke one half of the tithe, sepulture, and offerings at 
Chale. The priest of Carisbrooke, for his part, allowed a 
cemetery to be built at Chale. The priest of Carisbrooke also 
got it agreed that he would not be responsible for any repairs 
at Chale, or for any default in the service.(42) 
Anno ab incarnacione Domini mOcoxoiiii kale 
Decembris facta est convencio in insula Vecta 
inter ecclesiam Sancte Marie de Caresbroc et 
Almetum eiusdem ecclesie presbiterum et 
ecclesiam Sancte Andre de Chale et Hugo Gernun 
qui eandem ecclesiam fundavit in presencia 
Willeln1i Giffard Wintoniensis episcopi qui 
eodem die predictam ecclesiam de Chale dedicavit 
apud quam dedicationem exclamata et confirmata 
est h~c convencio multorum testimonio. Almetus 
presjyter calumpniabatur quod ecclesia de Chale 
erat de parochia Sancte Marie de Caresbroc et 
Hugo Gernun dice bat quod homines de feodo suo 
non erant ecclesie de Caresbroc vel alibi 
atitulati set vivi potuerant ire antiqua consuetudine 
ad quam vellent ecclesiam et mortuorum corpora 
ubicumque vellent sepelire. Hoc dicebat eos 
potuisse et fecisse. • ••• Per concessionem et 
confirmacionem episcopi facta est hec concordia. 
Hugo Gernun concessit ecclesie sancte Marie de 
Caresbroc totam medietatam terre, et decimarum, 
et sepulture, et oblationum excepta propria domo 
sua ••• Et presbyter de Chale faciet totum servicium 
ecclesie in vivis et defunctis, in libris et ~ 
vestimentis, in defensione et reparacione eci~ si 
funditus corruerit et hoc totum faciet sine 
auxilio et erogatione presbyteri de Caresbroc. 
Et per hanc concordiam concesit Almetus presbyter 
fieri atrium apud ecclesiam de Chale. Hanc 
convencionem episcopus sigilli sui testimonio 
approbavit et sub perpetuo anathemate confirmavit •••• 
(42) B.M. Eger. 3667 (Carisbrooke Cartulary) f. 79a. The 
confirmation of Earl William Vernon of Devon at f. 18 
includes medetatem ecclesie et decimarum de Chale, 
which shows that the 1114 composition was still in full 
force at the end of the century. 
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This concord is of particular interest. We have had many 
examples of churches where we have traced original subordination 
from later evidence that one church enjoyed tithe or sepulture 
rights in the parish of another. Here we have one of our very 
few examples of the origin of such rights. In this case it 
is clear that the Priory of Carisbrooke later tithe and 
sepulture rights in Chale arose from the original rights of the 
mother church here. On geographical grounds it is clear that 
Gatcombe and Kingston, which are both surrounded by parishes 
which certainly belonged to the parochia, must also have been 
part of this parochia. The whole of the Carisbrooke area, 
therefore, depended on a mother church at Carisbrooke. This 
area was dominated by the great (£40) royal manor of Bowcombe 
in the time of Domesday. (43) This manor was the largest in 
the Isle. The church is described in Domesday as an appurtenant 
of this manor; and there can be no doubt that it came into Lyre's 
hands through Fitz Osbern's holding of the manor. In this at 
least Carisbrooke follows the common pattern, in being associated 
with a great royal manor. 
Carisbrooke, like the other mother churches already 
described, was a very wealthy church after Domesday. 
worth £98.13.4. a year in 1291, for instance .. (44) 
It was 
Thus Carisbrooke was a mother church over at least the 
block of parishes centred on it. Owing to our lack of evidence 
(43) Dd. xxxb. 
(44) Rec. Comm. (1802) p. 211. 
333 
for the rest of the Isle, we cannot say if this mother 
church ever controlled a greater area. Bede probably 
implies that st. Wilfrid founded at least one church in the 
Isle, for he speaks of a resident priest and the administration 
of baptism. (45) If the fourfold division da tes from the 
seventh century, and if Bede is correct in saying that 
Caedwalla gave one fourth of the island to Wilfrid, then it 
seems likely that at least one of the f our postulated mother 
churches is of seventh century date. Carisbrooke, in the 
centre of the Island, just outside the walls of the Roman fort 
which was probably used as a central refuge by the men of 
vlight (Carisbrooke was originally '"yhtgaresbyrg - fortress of 
the men of Wight)(46 ) is as likely a site for the church founded 
by Wilfrid as any. 
The last area of the county that requires to be discussed 
is the north-west, the area between Andover and Basingstoke. 
In most of the areas discussed so far we have been able to 
uncover traces of a parochial organisation based on mother 
churches. These mother church parochie seem very ancient, 
and we have no reas on to assume that the mother churches the 
(45) Bede, Ecclesiastical History, iv, 13, 16, ed. B. Colgrave 
and R.A.B .• Mynors, p. 372, 382, v 19 (ed. Colgrave and 
Mynors, p. 524). However Sir John Oglander wrote in the 
parish register of Brading that this church was founded 
by Wilfrid (W.D. Long, The Oglander Memoirs, p. 180, note ). 
This statement, unlike most of Sir John's, contains manifest 
errors, but may represent a tradition still alive in the 
early seventeenth century. Of course, Wilfr id may well 
have founded more than one church - perhaps even one in 
each of the four divisions of the Isle. 
(46) B.O. E. Ekwall, Concise Oxford Dictionary of English Place 
Names , sub Carisbrooke. 
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last traces of whose powers we can see in the twelfth century 
were not the firs t churches founded in these areas . The 
only exception to these may be the churches of the franchisal 
hundreds. It is possible that these churches may have in some 
cases developed mother church characteristics only after the 
grant of the estate to ecclesiastical hands, perhaps in the 
tenth century. 
Irl the north-east of the county evidence of dependence 
is easily discovered, but the very large number of 'mother 
churches ' , and their small-scale parochie seems to suggest 
that we are looking , not at the first level of parochial 
development, but at a sort of intermediate stage between that 
first level and the full medieval position. The area has 
many episcopal es tates, most apparently granted to the bishop 
in the tenth century. The episcopal estates were not large enough 
to develop into franchisal hundreds on the usual pattern, but 
their churches all show mother church characteristics. It 
seems likely that the alienation to the bishop had the effect 
of breaking up the original parochie into units which, while 
larger than later parishes, are only parts of the original 
parochia. 
The western part of this area, the valley of the Hurstbourne 
and the hills on the east of that valley, form the two hundreds 
of Pastrow and Evingar. Pastrow is Hurstbourne Tarrant and 
the small upland parishes north and west of it. Crux Easton 
and Woodcott, a few miles to the east, also lay in this hundred. 
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Evingar hundred was centred to the south of Pastrow, in 
Hurstbourne Priors, Whitchurch, and St . Mary Bourne . 
Ashmansworth, which divides Hurs tbourne Tarrant from Crux 
Easton, and the parishes to the north - East Woodhay, Highclere, 
Burghclere, and Newtovm-in-Burghclere - also lay in this hundred. 
Freefolk , just east of 1Vhitchurch, and Baughurst, some nine miles 
to the north-east, in Pamber forest, complete this hundred. 
Within thi s area, we have five churches that had dependents 
in the twelfth century - Hurstbourne Priors, Hurstbourne Tarrant, 
Whit church , Faccombe , and, probably, East Wo odhay. It is 
exceedingly unlikely that all of these were old mother churches. 
It is possible that the whole area was originally one unit, and 
was only broken down into these five smaller parochie in the 
tenth century. 
Three charters exist by which the kings successively 
alienated this area. The earliest of these charters is of 900 
and is an alienation to the old Minster of an estate called 
Stoke (aet stoc ).(47) The boundaries in the charter show that 
this Stoke was the Stoke in st. Mary Bourne parish. The entire 
area of the parishes of St . Mary Bourne and of Hurstbourne 
Priors was included in this grant. The second charter is of 
909 and is of Whitchurch.(48) This charter was also to the 
Old Minster . The grant covered the parishes of \Vhitchurch, 
(47) B.M. Add MS . 15350 (st. Swithun ' s Cartulary) f. 71b, printed 
W. de G. Birch , Cartularium Saxoni cum , no. 594, J.M. Kemble, 
Codex Diplomaticus, no. 1077. 
(48) B.M. Add MS. 15350, f. 92, printed Birch, Ope cit., no. 624, 
Kemble , OPe cit., no. 1091. 
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Freefolk, AshmansvTorth and East Woodhay. The third grant, 
of 961, was to Abingdon, and consisted of the parishes of 
Hurstbourne Tarrant, Vernhams Dean , Linkenhol t, CrUX Eas ton 
and WOOdcott.(49) An earlier grant, of 749 had granted 
Highclere, and, probably, Burghclere t o the Old Minster.(50) 
Thus, by 961, only Faccombe, Combe, and Tangley in Pastrow 
hundred remained outside religious hands. For ty years later, 
between 990 and 1006, the king took back the estate granted to 
Abingdon, replacing it with lands in Berkshire. (51) In 
Domesday the king is recorded as holding Hurstbourne Tarrant, 
which clearly included Vernhams Dean. Crux Easton and Woodcott 
were separate estates in Domesday. (52) 
The small 'mother-church ' parochie of which we spoke 
above are very similar to these tenth century estates. Thus, 
Hurstbourne Priors had st. Mary Bourne as a dependent to it,(53) 
making this parochia identical with the 900 estate. Whitchurch 
(49) Printed in Birch, Ope cit., 1080, 1144, Kemble, OPe cit., 1235. 
(50) B.M. Add MS . 15350, fo 33, printed Birch, Ope cit., 179, 
Kemble, Ope cit., no. 1006, G.D. Dunlop, Pages from the 
History of Highclere, Hampshire (1940) p. 7. 
(51) Printed Kemble, Ope cit., 1312. 
(52) Dd. ivb (Hurstbourne ) xxivb (Crux Easton) xxiiib (Woodcott ) . 
(53) The church of Hurstbourne Priors with its chapel of St. 
Mary Bourne is menti oned twice in B.M. Harl. MS. 1616 
(Liber Primus Sancti Crucis ) f. 65a (1187) and f. 15b 
(fourteenth century), and once in st . Cross Muniments 
Liber Secundus, f. 13a (fourteenth century~ ']here are 
a number of general confirmations of the st. Cross 
possessions which mention only Hurstbourne Priors. 
Presumably st. Mary Bourne was confirmed under this brief 
mention of the mother church, Liber Primus, f. 7a (1136) 
9b (1144) lla (Richard I). 
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had Freefolk dependent on it.(54) This parochia is not 
identical with the 909 charter, but the similarity is 
increased when the parochia of Eas t Woodhay with its 
dependent of Ashmansworth is added.(55) Both Ashmansworth 
and East Woodhay are included in the Domesday estate of 
Whi t church. (56) This estate has only one church mentioned 
on it. This probably implies that East Woodhay and 
Ashmansworth were still ecclesiastically and tenurially part 
of Whitchurch in Domesday, although separate in the · twelfth 
century. This, of course, increases the similarity of the 
(54) 
(55) 
(56) 
Whitchurch and its chapel of Freefolk are mentioned in 
B.M. Harl. MS . 1616 (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis, f. 65a 
(1187) and f. 4b. (?fourteenth century). Liber Primus 
f. 7a (1136) 9b (1144) and lla (Richard I) all confirm 
st. Cross ' holding of Whitchurch. These charters do 
not mention Freefolk which presumably was covered by the 
naming of its mother church in the confirmation, if, that 
isJit had yet been founded. The present structure is 
probably no older than mid-twelfth century, and it may 
well be the first church on the site. 
B.M. Harl. MS. 1616 (Liber Primus Sancti Crucis) f. 65a 
(1187) includes a confirmation of East Woodhay cum capell' 
It is probable that this chapel is Ashmansworth. V.C.H. 
Vol. IV, p. 274 shows that Ashmansworth was a dependent 
of East Woodhay at the end of the Middle Ages . No 
other church is known to me which shows any ties of 
dependence on Eas t Woodhay. Liber Primus f. 7a (1136) 
9b (1144) and lla (Richard I) all confirm st. Cross 
holding of East Woodhay, without mentioning Ashmansworth. 
Doubtless the confirmation of Eas t Woodhay covered the 
dependent as well, if, that is, it had been founded by 
then. The present mid-twelfth century structure may 
well be the earliest church at Ashmansworth. 
Dd. viiia. 
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parochia to the 909 estate. Probably the fact that the 
Whitchurch estate lay in two discrete portions is connected 
with this eventual appearance of two small parochie here. 
The area of the 961 estate is not so clearly linked with a 
later parochia as the 900 and 909 estates. Hurs tbourne 
Tarrant had Vernhams Dean as a dependent. (57) Linkenholt 
probably lay in this small parochia before it was alienated to 
Gloucester during the reign of the Con~ueror. (58) There seems 
to be evidence to suggest that no church was built at Linkenholt 
before the end of the twelfth century.(59) No evidence survives 
to link the Crux Easton - Woodcott churches with Hurstbourne 
(57) 
(58) 
(59) 
W.C.M. no. 9035, of 1323-24 speaks of Fyrnham in parochia de 
Husseburne Tarente. Vernham 's Dean was still in Hurstbourne 
Tarrent parish in 1611 when it was allowed a graveyard for 
the first time, because of the long distance and difficulties 
of the road between the two. B.M. Add MS . 39966 (Baigent 
Papers) f. 400a (from Daye's Register ). The documents 
relating to the twelfth century Salisbury holding of 
Hurs tbourne Tarrant none of them mention Vernhams Dean , 
probably because, if founded by then, it was covered by the 
mention of Hurs tbourne, the mother church. W.H.R. Jones 
and W.D. Macray , Charters and Documents Illustrating the 
History of Salisbury, p. 4, 9, 10; W.H . R., Registrum S. 
Osmundi(Rolls Series ) p. 201, 203, 240, 242. 
W.H. Hart, Historia et Cartularium Monasterii Sancti Petri 
Gloucestriae (Rolls Series) Vol. I, p. 89, 93 i s the grant 
of the manor of Linkenholt by Ernulf de Hesdin , the Domesday 
holder of the estate. 
Following the grant of the manor of Linkenholt at the end of 
the eleventh century it appears in all the twelfth century 
general confirmations of Gloucester holdings, by King Stephen 
(Hart , op. cit., Vol. I, p. 222), Archbishop Theobald (Hart, 
op. cit., Vol. I, p. 226), Bishop Henry de Blois (Hart, op. 
cit., Vol. I, p. 349). The church of Linkenholt appears 
for the first time in a confirmation of 1200 of Pope Innocent 
III (Hart , op. cit., Vol. Ill, p. 1), and then again in a 
confirmation of 1216-1227 of Pope Honorius III (Hart, op. cit., 
Vol. 11, p. 47). The obvious conclusion is that Linkenholt 
church was founded on the Gloucester es tate between the dates 
of the de Blois and Innocentine confirmations, in, that is, 
the last ~uarter of the twelfth century. This accords with 
the present church structure, the earliest portions of which 
are of about 1200 or a little earlier. N. Pevsner , The 
Buildings of England: Hampshire, p. 319. 
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Tarrant. The area not included in the three tenth century 
grants - Faccombe, Tangley, and Combe - was mostly in yet 
another small parochia, that of Faccombe. Tangley was a 
dependent of Faccombe, although Combe, apparently, was not.(60 ) 
In Domesday Highclere and Burghclere formed one estate, with 
one church. (61) This probably implies that the two parishes 
were than one, probably with Burghclere dependent on Highclere. 
This exceedingly close oorr elation of twelfth century 
parochie with tenth century estates is susceptible of only two 
explanations. The first is that the tenth oentury grants were 
of existing long-established units; which would imply that this 
small parochia pattern was equally long-established. The 
second explanation is that the tenth century grants were not of 
existing long-established land units, but were successive 
alienations of portions of just one or two earlier, larger, 
land units. If so, then the parochie were formed in the tenth 
century on the basis of the estates, and equally, therefore, 
there probably existed an older structure of larger parochie 
before the tenth century grants. 
(60) 
(61) 
B.M. Add MS . 39965 (Baigent Papers) f. 218a (1305, from 
Woodelok's Regis ter) is a description of the service at 
Tangley. Previously, the rector of Faccombe had 
travelled to Tangley three times a week; now, a permanent 
chaplain is to be stationed there. Ibid, f. 220a (1390, 
from Wykeham's Register) rehearses these rulings of 
Wodelok 's, but in addition licences a cemetery there because 
of the difficulties of carrying corpses the long distance 
to Faccombe. Combe shows no ties of dependence in the 
fourteenth century, which is the earliest date of which 
we have any evidence. However, the extreme paucity of 
information on Combe church a t any date makes this 
conclusion less than certain. 
Dd. viiib. 
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The second of these explanations seems the most likely. 
Assuming Crux Easton and Woodcott were originally in 
Hurstbourne Tarrant parochia as they were in the tenth century 
Hurstbourne Tarrant manor, then no less than three of these 
small parochie were in two di screte portions. Faccombe was 
divided from Tangley by Vernham's Dean; Hurstbourne Tarrant 
was divided from Crux Easton by st. Mary Bourne, and the 
Whitchurch area from the East Woodhay area. This extremely 
cumbersome and complex arrangement is unlikely to be of great 
age. 
Another f act pointing in the same direction is the 
relative poverty of these churches. Most of the undoubtedly 
old mother churches had substantial endowments. Thus we find, 
for instance, Alton vuth five hides;(62) Bishop's Waltham with 
two hides and a half; (63) and Mottisfont, with four hides less 
a virgate.(64) True, some of the mother churches had less. 
Sometimes, however, these mother churches vuth small glebes 
may have been the recipients of benificial hidation. This 
seems to the case at Carisbrooke, for instance, whose one 
virgate was worth four pounds.(65) Usually, however, the 
mother churches were substantially vTeal thier than the average 
( 62) Dd. xiia. 
(63 ) Dd. vib. 
(64) Dd . x. 
(65 ) Dd. xxxb. 
r~ 
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church with its one virgate or so. The ' mother churches ' 
of this area seem to fall between the average parish church, 
and the wealthy mother churches. Hurstbourne Tarrant had a 
half hide,(66) worth, apparently, 14/-. Hurstbourne Priors 
had a hide, worth 50/_.(67) Highclere had a hide, worth 40/ -, (68) 
and Whitchurch a hide worth 20/-. (69) 
A less significant pointer to an early unification of 
these estates and parochie is that such a unification would 
put Hurs tbourne Tarrant and Hurstbourne Priors into one land 
unit. While this is by no means certain, it does appear 
that most pairs of names of this sort were originally joined 
together in one land unit. 
If it is assumed that the twelfth century parochie were 
only of tenth century origin, then it is intriguing to try to 
guess at the parochial structure here before them. It is 
possible that, despite the two Domesday hundreds, the whole 
area was originally one royal estate only. If so, then it 
is likely that the estate centre was at Whitchurch. This, 
at least, seems the most likely candidate for an old church. 
The place bore the present name in 909, presumably implying 
that the church in question was of some importance before that 
(66) Dd. ivb. 
(67) Dd. viiib. 
(68) Dd . viiib. 
(69) Dd . viiia. 
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date. A very fine carved tombstone to one E'ri thburga, 
found at Whitchurch, with a bust in relief and an inscription 
in Latin, dating from the mid-ninth century, points in the 
same direction. (70) Hurstbourne Priors does not seem a likely 
site for an old church as the tenth century estate centre was, 
as we have seen, at Stoke. Usually, estates were given the 
name of the most significant place ,,,i thin the estate boundaries. 
The Hurstbourne Priors estate was called aet stoc in 900. If 
Stoke ,,,as then the estate centre, it is distinctly unlikely 
that the estate had a church three miles away, at the other 
end of the estate at the present village of Hurstbourne Priors. 
Hurstbourne Tarrant church may be old, but there is none of the 
evidence pointing that way we have at Whitchurch. Possibly the 
Highclere, Burghclere area was not originally combined with the 
vills to the south. The 749 gTant may have cut this area off 
from Ecchinswell and Kingsclere, rather than from Whitchurch. 
Linking Highclere with Kingsclere would bring all three places 
called Clere into one unit. Thus, however, is just guess1vork. 
It would, therefore, seem likely that the pattern of small 
parochie discernible here in the twelfth century dated only from 
the tenth century, and that, before then, there had probably been 
a more normal parochial situation there, with one or more large 
parochie, Whitchurch perhaps being the most likely site for one 
of these pr e- tenth century mother churches. 
(70) N. Pevsner, The Buildings of England: Hampshire, p. 651 
and photograph. 
APPENDIX ONE 
THE MEDIEVAL CHURCHES AND CHAPELS OF HAMPSHIRE 
The list below is arranged according to the modern 
hundreds. Churches now regarded as parish churches are 
numbered. All other known medieval churches and chapels 
are entered under the church in whose modern parish they 
were sited. Dedications are given only when known from 
medieval sources. Where parishes lay in more than one 
hundred, the parish is entered under the hundred in which 
the present parish church is situated. The churches of 
Winchester (intramural and suburban) are omitted. The list 
is,even so, incomplete, particularly in the Isle of Wight. 
Alton Hundred 
(1) Alton (st. Lawrence) 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
Cd) 
(e) 
Blaneeflowers ehapel(*) 
Anstey hospital (SS. Mary Magdalene and st. Eligins, 
or SS. Mary Magdalene and st. Antheny) 
Thedden, domestic oratory. 
Trenchards, domestic oratory. 
Wivelrod. 
(2) Binsted (Holy Cross) 
(a) Westcote family, domestic oratory. 
(3) Holybourne 
(a) Neatham, grange chapel. 
(4) Kingsley 
(5) Hartley Maudit (st. Leonard) 
(6) Bramshot (st. Mary) 
(7) Chawton (St. Faith) 
(8) Froyle (The Assumption of Our Lady) 
Brocas family, domestic oratory 
Husee family, domestic oratory 
(*) Possibly attached to the parish church. 
(9) Greatham (St. John the Baptist) 
(10) East Ivorldham. 
(11) West Worldham (St. Nicholas) 
Selborne Hundred 
(12) Selborne 
(a) Norton 
(b) Blackmoor 
( c ) Oakhanger 
( d) Whaddon (Our Lady) 
(e) Sotherington, grange chapel 
(f) Makerel(*) 
(g) Burghunt" domestic oratory 
(h) Selborne Priory (Our Lady) (Austin Canons) 
(13) Empshott (st. Lawrence) 
(a) St. John family, domestic oratory 
(14) Faringdon (All Saints) 
(a) Popham, domestie oratory 
(15) Newton Valence (St. Katherine ) 
(16) Hawkley (st. Peter) 
(11) East Tisted (St. James) 
Bishop's Sutton Hundred 
(18) Headley 
(19) Bighton (All Saints) 
(20) Bishop's Sutton (All Saints) 
(~l) Ropley (st. Peter) 
(a) Sutton, grange chapel 
(b) Ropley, domestio oratory 
(22) Bramdean 
(*) Possibly a domestic oratory. 
(23) West Tisted 
Ca) Merryfield, domestic oratory 
East Meon Hundred 
(24) East Meon (All Saints) 
(a) Westbury 
(b) St. Mary-in- the-Fields 
(25) Froxfield (St. Peter) 
(26) Steep 
Finchdean Hundred 
(21) Blendworth (St. Giles) 
( 28 ) Buriton (St. Mary)(~) 
(29) Petersfield (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(a) St. Andrew 
(30) Catherington (All Saints) 
(a ) Boarhurst family, domestie oratory 
(b) Anmore grange chapel 
(c) Hinton Daubeny, domestic oratory 
(31) Chalton (st. Michael) 
(a) Wellsworth, domestic o~atory 
(b) Idsworth (St. Peter)(+) 
(32) Clanfield (st. James) 
Havant Liberty 
(33) Havant (st. Faith) 
(*) Dd. mentions a church at Sunworth - Dd. xvb - of which 
no later mention is known. 
(+) Idsworth, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Chalton towards the end of the Middle 
Ages. 
Bosmere Hundred 
(34) Hayling (st. Mary) 
(a) Hayling Priory (Alien Priory of Jumieges) 
(35) North Hayling (st. Peter) 
~36) Warblington (st. Mary) 
la More, domestic oratory 
Warblington, grange chapel 
Portsdown Hundred 
(31) Bedhampton (st. Nicholas) 
(a) st. James and St. Christopher, bridge chapel 
(b) Bedhampton, domestic oratory 
(38) Boarhunt (St. NichGlas) 
(a) Boarhunt, domestic oratory 
(39) Farlington (st. Andrew) 
(a) Plant (st. Leonard) 
(40) Portchester (st. Mary) 
(a) Castle chapel, domestic oratory 
(41) Portsea 
(a) Eastney, domestic oratory 
(b) Buckland 
(c) Fratton (st. Andrew) 
(42) Portsmouth (St. Thomas of Canterbury) 
(43) 
(a) st. Mary 
(b) Leper Hospital (st. Mary ~dalene) 
(c) Domus Dei (st. Nicholas)(*) 
Southwick (st. James) 
I 
(a) la Bere, domestic oratory 
(b) Boarhunt family, domestic oratory 
(c) Bellnay 
(d) Wanstead (st. Lawrence)(#) 
(*) For this chapel see Wright, Domus Dei of Portsmouth (1813). 
(#) Wanstead, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Southwiek at the end of the Middle Ages. 
(e) Southwick Priory (Our Lady) (Austin Canons) 
(f) Scuthwick Priory, Chapel in the Hall(*) 
(44) Wymering (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(45) Wid.ley (ss. Thomas and Mary Magdalene) 
~a) Wellsworth (All Saints)(+) 
Alverstoke Liberty 
(46) Alverstcke (St. Mary) 
(a) Droxford family, domestic oratory 
( b) Bedenham 
(c) Gosport 
Fareham Hundred 
(41) Fareham (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(a) Whipstrode (St. James) 
Titchfield Hundred. 
(48) Rowner (st. Mary) 
(49) Titchfield (St. Peter) 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 
Croft on (st. Edmund) 
Segeonsworth, domestic oratory 
Hook Valence 
Chark 
Titchfield Priory (St. Mary) (Premonstratensian) 
(50) Wickham ~st. Mary, later, st. Nicholas) 
Hambledon Hundred 
(51) Hambledon (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(a) Denmead, domestic oratory 
(*) Oblations were received from this chapel, which must 
have been open to the public. 
(+) Wellsworth, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Widley in 1426. 
" 
Meonstoke Hundred 
(52) Co rhampton 
(a) Lomer(*) 
(53) Meonstoke (St. Mary, later, All Saints) 
(a) Walerand, domestic oratory 
~ 
(54) Sober¥on 
(a) Hoo 
(b) Hoo, domestic oratory 
(c) Flexland, domestic oratory 
(55) Warnford (St. Mary) 
Bishop's Waltham Hundred 
(56) Bishop's Waltham (St. Peter) 
(a) Palace chapel 
(b) Curdridge 
(c) Ashton 
(51) l3ursledon 
(58) Droxford (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(a) Droxford, domestic oratory 
(59) Upham(St. Mary) 
(60) Durley (Holy Cross) 
(61) Fawley (All Saints) 
(a) Bere family, domestic oratory 
(b) Langley(+) 
(62) Exbury 
(*) Lomer was originally a parish in its own right 
(+) Possibly a mistake for the Langley chapel in Eling 
li 
City of Southampton 
(63) st. Nary Extra Southampton (St. Nary) 
Ca) Francisoan Friary(*) 
(b) Castle chapel (st. George)(*) 
(c) Holy Trinity 
(d) St. Andrews 
(e) Hospital of St. Nary Magdalene(*) 
(f) Hospital of st. Julian (Domus Dei)(*) 
(g) Bevis Moant (St. Nary) 
(hi) St. Nary upon Eastgate(*) 
( ) st. Nary Graoes 
(64) st. Miohael 
(a) Aunger family, domestio oratory 
(65) St. 'Lawrenoe 
(66) st. John 
(67) Holy Rood 
(a) Barre family, domestic oratory 
(68) ~l Saints 
Fawley Hundred 
(69) Alresford (St. Nary) 
(a) Chapel in oemetery(+) 
(b) Alresford, domestic oratory 
(70) New Alresford (st. John the Baptist) 
(a) Jesus College 
(71) Medsted 
(72) Wield 
(73) Avington (st. Mary) 
(a) Wodelok family, domestio oratory 
(*) Physically in one of the intramural parishes. 
(+) Excavations have shown this chapel to have been separate 
from the parish ohurch. 
(74) Bishopstoke (st. Mary) 
(75) Cheriton (St. Miohael) 
(76) Kilmeston 
( 77 ) Beauworth 
(78) Tichborne (st. Andrew) 
(a) Tiehborne House chantry 
(79) Chilcombe (st. Andrew, or Holy Trinity) 
(a) st. Catherine 
(80) Morestead 
(81) Winnall (st. Andrew) 
(82) Easton (st. Giles, later, St. Mary) 
(83) Exton 
(84) Hinton Ampner (All Saints) 
( 85 ) Martyr Worthy 
(86) Ovington 
(87) Owslebury (st. Andrew) 
(a) Marwell, domestio eratQry 
,b) Marwell College (SS. Stephen, Laurence, Vincent, 
and Quintin) 
(88) West Meon (All Saints) 
(a.) Punsholt 
(b) Holy Trinity(*) 
(89) Privett 
(90) Twyford (st. Benedict) 
(*) Possibly attached to the parish church. 
Bermondspit Hundred 
(91) Dummer (All Saints) 
(92) Ellisfield (st. Martin) 
(a) Ellisfield (All Saints)(*) 
(b) Ellisfield, domestic oratory 
(93) Farleigh Wallop 
(94) Herriard (St. Mary) 
(95) Preston Candover (st. Mary) 
(a) Stevenbury, domestic oratory 
(b) Candover Scotland 
(96) Nutley (st. Swithun) 
(91) South Warnborough (st. Andrew) 
(98) Upton Grey 
(99) West0n Corbett 
Micheldever Hundred 
(100) Micheldever (st. Mary) 
(a) west Stratton (st. John the Baptist) 
(101) Northingt0n (st. John the Evangelist) 
(102) Popham 
(103) East Stratton 
Buddlesgate Hundred 
(le4) Chilbolt0n (St. Mary) 
(105) Compton 
(a) Thorneycombe family, domestic orat0ry 
(b) Churchyard Chapel (%) 
Ellisfie1d All Saints, originally a parish in its own 
right, was amalgamated with Ellisfield St. Martin in 
1383· 
(%) Separate from parish church. 
(106) Crawley (St. Mary) 
(a) Hunto~ 
(107) Houghton (Holy Trinity) 
(a) North Houghton 
(108) Hursley (All Saints) 
(109) Otterbourne 
(110) Littleton (st. Catherine) 
(Ill) Sparsholt (st. Stephen) 
(a) Fromond family, domestic oratory 
(112) Michelmersh (The Assumption of Our Lady) 
(a) Braishfield, domestic oratory 
(113) Millbrook (St. Nicholas) 
(a) Shirley(*) 
(114) Sparkford (st. Cross)(+) 
(a) st. Mary(+) 
(b) Hospital (st. Cross)(+) 
(115) Nursling (st. Bonifaee) 
(116) Lainston (st. Peter) 
(117) Stoke Charity (St. Mary) 
(118) Weeke(#) 
(a) st. Mary vaux(#) 
(b) St. Anastasius(#) 
(*) Shirley, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Millbrook in 1562. 
(+) st. Mary Sparkford was demolished in 1349 and the Hospital 
of st. Cross used as the parish church from then on. 
(#) Weeke, was originally a chapel of st. Mary Vaux. In 1410 
both Weeke and st. Mary Vaux were united to st. Anastasius 
as chapels. In 14~0 Weeke was made the parish churoh and 
the three parishes were amalgamated. 
(119) Wonston (st. Andrew) 
(a) Cranborne 
(b) Sutton Seotney 
(120) Priors Barton 
Mansbridge Hundred(*) 
{121) North Baddesley (All Saints) 
(a) Preceptory chapel of the Knights Hospitaller 
(122) Botley (All Saints) 
(123) Chilworth (st. Denys) 
(124) Hamble-en-le-Rice (st. Andrew) 
(125) Hound {st. Mary) 
(a) Netley ~st. Stephen) 
~b) Newent, grange chapel 
{e) Netley Abbey {st. Edward the Confessor){Cistercian) 
(126) North Stoneham (st. Nieholas) 
(127) South Stoneham {st. Mary) 
(al Mansbridge, domestic oratory 
(b Allington 
{c Bitterne, palace chapel. 
(d st. Denys Priory (St. Denys)(Austin Canons) 
Crondall Hundred 
(128) Crondall 
(aj Minley, domestic oratory 
(b Berugh family, domestic oratory 
(c Rectory, domestic oratory . 
(129) Aldershot (St. Michael) 
(130) Long Sutton 
(*) For St. Mary Extra Southampton, and the southampton 
intramural parishes, see up, nos. 63-68. 
(131) Yateley (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(132) Farnborough 
Bentley Liberty 
(133) Bentley 
Holdshot Hundred 
(134) Eversley (St . Mary) 
(a) Bramshill(*) 
(135) Hartley Wespail (All Saints, or st. Mary) 
(a) Wespail family, domestic oratory 
(13G) Heckfield (St. Miehael) 
(a) Mattingle(+) 
(137) Silchester (st. Mary) 
(a) Rectory, domestic oratory 
(b) Wyke family, domestic oratory 
(138) Stratfieldsaye (St. Mary)(#) 
(al Heywood's, domestic oratory 
(b Wace family, domestic oratory 
~c Stoteville, domestic oratory 
(d Stratfieldsaye Priory (st. Leonard)(alien priory 
of Vallemont)(#) 
(139) Stratfield Turgis (All Saints ) 
(140) Stratfield Mortimer (Mortimer West End)(@) 
(a) Wokefield(@) 
(b) Mortimer, grange chapel(@) 
(*) Originally a domestic oratory. 
(+) Originally a grange chapel, cemetery consecrated 1425. 
(#) A portion of this parish, including the priory of st. Leonard, 
lay in Berkshire and Salisbury diocese. 
(@) The bulk of this parish, including the parish church, 
Wokefield chapel, and the grange chapel, lay in Berkshire 
and Salisbury diocese. 
Odiham Hundred 
(141) Bentworth (St. Mary) 
(a) BentwQrth, domestic oratory 
(b) Malyns family, domestic oratory 
(142) Dogmersfield (All Saints) 
(143) Elvetham (st. Mary) 
(144) Hartley Wintney 
(a) Wintney Priory (Our Lady and st. Mary Magdalene) 
(Cistercian Nuns) 
(145) Lasham (St. Mary) 
(146) Odiham (All Saints) 
(147) 
(148) 
(149) 
(150) 
(151) 
(152) 
(153) 
~: 
(c 
(d 
(e 
(f 
Stapeley, domestic oratory 
Hook, domestic oratory 
Grammar school chapel 
North Warnborough 
Brook, domestic oratory 
Castle chapel (st. Miehael) 
Greywell 
Liss 
Rotherwiek( *) 
.. 
Weston Patrick 
Shalden (St. Andrew) 
Sherfield-on-Loddon (St. Leonard) 
Winchfield (St. Mary) 
Basingstoke Hundred 
(154) Basing (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(a) Holy Trinity, churchyard chapel.(+) 
(b) Wode, domestic oratory 
( c ) Wa tesf ord 
(d) st. Michael, Castle chapel 
(*) This ~arish was originally a domestic oratory, then a 
chapel, and finally a parish in its own right. 
(+) This chapel was separate from the parish church 
(155) up Nateley 
(156) Basingstoke (st. Michael) 
(a) Holy Ghost 
(b) Merton Hospital (SS. Mary and John the Baptist) 
(c) Torre family, domestic oratory 
(151) Andwell Priory (SS. John the Baptist and Paul, earlier 
St. Nicholas)(alien priory of Tiron)(*) 
(158) Bramley (All Saints) 
(159) Cliddesden 
(a) Hatch warren(+) 
(160) Eastrop (st. Mary) 
(a) Camoys family, domestic oratory 
(161) Maplederwel1 (st. Mary) 
(162) Newnham (St. Nieh@las) 
(163) Nateley Scures (st. Mary) 
(164) Sberborne St. John (St. Andrew) 
(a) Sherborne Coudray (st. Mary) 
(b) Vyne 
(c) Chineham(#) 
I 
(165) Steventon (St. Nicholas) 
(166) Tunworth ~Al1 Saints) 
(167) Winslade (st. Mary) 
(a) Kempshott(@) 
Mainsborough Hundred 
(168) Brown Candover (St. Peter) 
(*) Th~s priory and its land is now considered to be extra-
parochial. 
(+) Hatch Warren, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Cliddesden in 1380. 
(#) Chineham, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgated with Sherborne st. John at the Middle Ages. 
(@) Kempshott, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Winslade in 1343. 
(169) Chilton Candover (st. Mary, later st. Nich~las) 
(170) Woodmancott 
Bountisborough Hundred 
~171) Godsfield preceptory chapel of the Knights Hospitallert*) 
(172) Itehen Abbas (St. Swithun) 
(173) Itchenstoke (St. John the Baptist) 
(a) Abbotstone (st. Martin)(+) 
(174) Swarraton (st. Andrew) 
Overton Hundred 
(175) Ashe (St. Andrew)(#) 
(176) Bradley (All Saints) 
(177) Deane (All Saints)(#) 
(178) Laverstoke (St. Mar,y) 
(179) Overton ~st. Mary) 
(a~ Polhampton (b Quidhampton 
(18G) Tadley 
(181) North Waltham 
Chuteley Hundred 
(182) Church Oakley (st. Mary) 
(a) St. Leonard) 
(*) This preceptory and its lands is now considered to be 
extra-parochial. 
(+) Abbotstone, originally a parish in its own right, was 
amalgamated with Itchenatoke in 1589. 
(#) There was an abortive attempt to amalgamate these two 
parishes in 1591. 
(183) Hannington (All Saints) 
h r 
(184) Monk Sietborne (All Saints) 
(a) Woodgarston 
~b) Monk Sherborne Priory (alien priory of Cerisy) 
(185) Woott.on st. Lawrence (St. Lawrenoe) 
(186) Worting (st. Thomas) 
Kingsc1ere Hundred 
(187) Kingsc1ere 
(a) Frobury 
(b) North Oak1ey 
(0) Strattons, domestic oratory 
(188) Ewhurst (st. Mary) 
(189) Litchfie1d 
(190) Wo1verton (st. Catherine) 
(191) Eochinswe11 
(192) Sydmonton 
Evingar Hundred 
(193) East Woodhay (st. Martin) 
(a) Oakhurst, domestie oratory 
(194) Ashmansworth 
(195) Baughurst 
(196) Burghc1ere (All Saints) 
(a) Earls tone , domestic oratory 
(197) Newtown-in-Burghc1ere 
(198) Whitchurch (All Saints) 
(a) Co1e Henley (st. Martin) 
(199) Freefo1k (St. Nicho1as) 
(200) Highc1ere (St. Michae1) 
(a) Highc1ere, domestic oratory 
I / 
(201) Hurstbourne Priors (St. Andrew) 
(202) st. Mary Bourne 
Pastrow Hundred 
(203) Combe (st. Swithun) 
(204) Crux Easton (st. Michael) 
(205) Faccombe (st. Michael) 
( 206 ) Tamgley 
(207) Hurstbourne Tarrant (st. Andrew) 
(a) Chapel-in the-Mead 
( 209) Vernham' s Dean 
(209) Linkenh@lt (st. Peter) 
(210) 'Woodcott 
Andover Hundred 
(211) Abb~tt's Ann (St. Mary) 
(212) Amport (st. Mary) 
(a) Oheldertcm 
(213) Appleshaw 
(214) Andover (st. Mary) 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
Foxcot 
Our Lady chapel~*) 
Hospital of st. JGhn 
Andover Priory (alien priory of Saumur) 
(215) Upper Clatford (All Saints) 
(216) Fyfie1d (St. Nieholas) 
(a) Redenham(+) 
(*) Possibly attached to parish church 
(+) Possibly a domestic oratory 
(211) Grateley (St. L(onard) 
(a) Mauduit family, domestic oratory 
(212) Kimpton 
(a) Great Shottesden, domestic oratory 
(219) Knight's Enham (St. Miohael) 
(220) Monxton (All Saints) 
(221) Pent on Mewsey 
(222) Quarley (st. Miehael) 
( 223 ) Thruxton (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(224) South Tidworth 
(a) st. Catherine 
(225) Weyhill (st. Michael) 
Barton Staeey Hundred 
(226) Celemore (st. Peter ad Vincula) 
(221) Priors Dean 
(228) Barton Staeey (All Saints) 
~a) Newton Stacey 
(b) Barton Stacey, domestic oratory 
(229) Headbourne Worthy (st. Swithun) 
(230) King's Worthy (st. Mary) 
Ca) Abbott's worthy(*) 
(231) Pamber (St. JOhn)(+) 
(*) Abbott's Worthy, originally a parish in its own right, 
was amalgamated with King's Worthy at the end of the 
Middle Ages. 
(+) Pamber had no church of its own; st. John was a chantry 
within the alien priory of Monk Sterborne in the 
neighbouring parish of that name. 
Wherwell Hundred 
(232) Goodworth Clatferd (St. Peter) 
(233) Longparish (St. Nieholas) 
(234) Wherwell (Holy Trinity) 
(aj Fullerton, domestic oratory 
(b Tollemache family, domestic oratory 
(c Wherwell Abbey (Holy Cross and st. Peter) 
(Benediotine Nuns) 
(235) Bullington (St. Michael) 
(236) Tufton (St. Mary) 
King'S Somborne Hundred 
(237) Ashley 
(a) Brien family, domestic oratory 
(238) Farley Chamberlayne (st. Mary) 
(239) Leekford (St. Nieholas) 
(240) Lengstoek (st. Mary) 
(241) Romsey (st. Laurenoe)(*) 
(a 
f~ 
(e 
~! 
Maxtyn family, domestic oratory 
st. Peter 
Hospital (SS. Maxy and Anthony) 
Everard family, domestic oratory 
Stanbridge Earls, domestic oratory 
South Wells, domestic oratory 
Romsey Abbey (SS. Mary and Ethelfleda)(Benedictine Nuns) 
(242) King's Somborne (st. Paul) 
(a1 (b 
~~ 
(e) 
(f) 
Compton MQnceaux 
Haywood family, domestic oratory 
Haywood family, domestic oratory 
street 
Upper Somborne 
Fromond family, domestic oratory 
(*) The north aisle of the Abbey church. 
(243) Upper Eldon 
(244) Ldttle Somborne (All Saints) 
(245) Timbury (st. Andrew) 
Thorngate Hundred 
(246) Mottisfont (St. Andrew) 
. (al de Viegne family, domestic oratory 
(b Bentley, domestio oratory 
(c Mottisfont Priory (Holy Trinity) (Austin Canons) 
(247) Broughton 
(248) Bossington 
(249) Pittleworth (st. Mary) 
(25@) East Dean 
(251) Loekerley (st. John) 
(a) Lockerley, domestic oratory 
(b) Painshill, domestic oratory 
(252) East Tytherley (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(253) West Tytherley 
(254) West Dean (All Saints}(*) 
(255) Sherfield English (St. Leonard) 
(256) Shipton Bellinger (St. Nary) 
(a) Snoddington 
(257) Nether Wallop (st. Andrew) 
(a) Nether Wallop grange chapel 
(b) Gatinges 
(258) Over Wallop (st. Andrew) 
(a) Coles family, domestic oratory 
(259) East Wellow (St. Mary) 
(*) Amalgamated with the parish of West Dean, Wiltshire and 
SalisburY ldiocese, in 1473, 
Redbridge Hundred 
(260) Eling (St. Nary) 
(al Churchyard chapel (St. John the BaPtist)(*) 
(b North Langley 
tc Romsey family, domestic oratory 
!d Ower e Amesbury priory manor, chapel fl Colbury (g Hipl y 
(h Testwood 
Fordingbridge Hundred 
(261) Ellingham (All Saints)(+) 
(al st, Mary(+) 
(b Roekferd 
(c Ellingham Priory (alien priory of St. Sauveur-le-
Vicomte) (+) 
(262) Fordingbridge (St. Mary) 
(a Overburgat 
(b Midgham, domestic oratory 
(c Rectory, domestio oratory 
(d Bremore family, domestic oratory 
(e Bickton 
(f Waryn family, domestic oratory 
(g Hospital (st. John) 
(263) Ibsley (st. Martin) 
( 264 ) Breamore 
(a) Courtenay family, domestic oratory 
(b) Breamore Priory (St. Michael)(Austin Canons) 
(265) North Charford (SS. Peter and Paul) 
(266) South Charford 
(267) Hale (#) 
(*) Seperate fro the parish churoh. 
(+) It is possible that st. Mary was the original mother 
chureh, and All Saints the Priory ohurch which later 
became the parish church. 
(#) Probably originally a domestic oratory. 
(268) Roekbourne (st. Andrew) 
(269) Whitsbury (st. Leonard) 
Ringwood Hundred 
(270) Harbridge (All Saints) 
(271) Ringwo0d (SS. Peter and Paul) 
!aj Bisterne (st. Mary) b Ashley, domestic oratory c Rectory, domestic oratory 
New Forest Hundred 
(272) Boldre (St. John the Baptist) 
(a) 
(b) 
Battramsley 
South Baddesley 
(273) Brockenhurst (st. Thomas of Canterbury) 
~a) Grimsted family, domestic oratory 
tb) Royden grange chapel 
(274) Lymington (st. Thomas the Apostle) 
(a) Buckland 
(275) Bramshaw(*) 
(276) Minstead (al~o called Yvetis)(All Saints) 
(a) Canterton, domestic oratory 
(277) Lyndhurst (St. Michael) 
Beaulieu Liberty 
(278) Beaulieu 
(a) Througham (St. Leonard) grange chapel 
(b) Boverey, grange chapel 
(c) Beaulieu Abbey (Our Lady)(Cistercian) 
(*) A portion of the parish, and a portion of the parish 
church, lie in Wiltshire and Salisbury diocese. 
Di bden Li 'berty 
(219) Dibden (All Saints) 
Christchureh Hundred 
(290) Christehureh (also called Twyneham)(*) 
(a) East Parley (st. Mary Magdalene)(+) 
(b) Hinton Admiral (st. Anne) 
(c) St. Catherine 
(d) Fouketon, domestie oratory 
(e) Farnhull family, domestic oratory 
1~fj Hospital (St. Mary Magdalene) Somerford, domestic oratory Christchureh Priory (Holy Trinity)(Austin Canons)(*) 
(281) Milford (st. Mary Magdalene) 
(a) Milford grange chapel 
( b ) Pennington 
(282) Hordle (All Saints) 
(a) Hordle, domestie oratory 
(283) Milton (St. Mary Magdalene) 
(a) :Bashley 
(284) Sopley (St. Miehael) 
(a) Melbury family, domestic oratory 
(b) Winkton 
Westover Liberty 
(285) Holdenhurst (St. Jehn the Evangelist) 
West Medine Liberty 
(286) Freshwater tAll Saints) 
(*) The parish church lay in the priory church. 
(+) A portion of this part of Christehurch was in Dorset and 
Salisbury diocese. 
(287) Thor1ey 
(288) Yarmouth (st. James) 
(289) Brook (st. Mary) 
(2ge) Ca1bourne (All Saints) 
(a) Newtown Franchevi11e 
(291) Mottistone 
(292) Brighstone 
(a) Holy Ghost(*) 
(b) Limestone(*} 
(293) Sha1f1eet 
(a) Ningwood (st. Mary Magda1ene) 
(294) Carisbrooke (st. Mary) 
(295) 
(296) 
(297) 
(298) 
(299) 
(300) 
(a) Newport (st. Thomas of canterbury) 
(bl Hospital (the Ma1adery) 
(c CarisbrookePriory (St. Mary)(A1ien Priory, of Lyre) 
(d St. Cross Priory (SS. Cross, Peter, Paul, 
and Swithun)(Alien Priory of Tiron) 
Northwood 
Carisbrooke Cast1eho1d (St. Nieho1as) 
Gateombe 
Shorwe11 
Cha1e (st. Andrew) 
(a) St. Catherine 
Kingston (st. James) 
East Medine Liberty 
(301) Whippingham (St. Mi1dred) 
(a) Bridd1esford (St. Martin) 
(b) Barton Oratory (Holy Trinity)(Austin Canons) 
(*) P0ssib1y the same. 
(287) Thor1ey 
(288) Yarmouth (st. James) 
(289) Brook (st. Mary) 
(290) Ca1bourne (All Saints) 
(a) Newtawn Franchevi11e 
(291) Mottistone 
(292) Brighstone 
(a) Holy Ghost(*) 
(b) Limestone(*} 
( 29 3 ) Shalfleet 
(a) Ningwood (St. Mary Magdalene) 
(294) Carisbrooke (st. MarY) 
(295) 
(296) 
(297) 
(298) 
(299) 
(300) 
(a) Newport (st. Thomas of canterbury) 
(bj Hospital (the Maladery) 
(0 CarisbrookePriory (st. Mary)(Alien Priory, of Lyre) 
(d St. Cross Priory (SS. Cross, Peter, Paul, 
and Sri t'bun) (Alien Priory of Tiron) 
Northwood 
Carisbrooke Castlehold (St. Ni ehalas ) 
Gat4 mbe 
Shorwell 
Chale (st. Andrew) 
(a) St. Catherine 
Kingston (st. James) 
East Medine Liberty 
(301) Whippingham (St. Mildred) 
(a) Eriddlesford (st. Martin) 
(b) Barton Oratory (Holy Trinity)(Austin Canons) 
(*) Possibly the same. 
(302) Wootton (St. John the Evangelist) 
(303) Arreton (St. George) 
(a) Rookley, domestic oratory 
(b) Standen 
(304) Godshill (All Saints) 
ta) St. Mary Magdalene 
(b) Appleford (also called Holden) 
(c) Appuldercombe Priory (Alien priory of MontebQurg) 
(305) Whitwell (St. Radegund and st. MarY)(*) 
(306) Niton (St. Michael) 
(307) st. Lawrence (st. Lawrence) 
(308) Binstead 
(a) Quarr Abbey (Qur Lady)(Savigny/Cietercian) 
(309) Newchuroh 
(a) Knighton 
(b) Apee 
t31Q) Bonchurch (st. Boniface) 
(311) Shanklin 
(312) Brading (St. Mary) 
la) Whitefield, domestic oratory bj Alverstone o Bembridge (st. Urien) d Wolverton 
(313) Yaverland 
(314) St. Helens 
(a) st. Hel ens Priory (alien priory of Chiny) 
(*) A dual parish, each parish having its own nave and 
chancel within the parish church. 
GAZETTEER OF THE PARISHES OF HAMPSHIRE 
The l etters and f igures attached to the place names in this 
gazetteer i ndicat e the position of the parish church of the 
place in ques tion on the index map. The l etters E.P. 
i ndicat e extra-parochial pla ces. 
Abbotstone ••.•..••.•...•..•.••.•••. E8 . 
Abbott' s Ann.. • •••••••••••••••••• D5. 
Abbott' s Worthy •••••••.•••••••••••. E7. 
Aldershot .•.•...•.••............•.. 011. 
Alr esford .......................... See Ol d and Ne", Alres for d 
Al ton .............................. DE9 . 
Al vers toke ......................... J8. 
Ambersham •••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• F12. 
Am.port •••••••••.•..••.•••..•.•.•••• D4. 
Andover .........•..•...... . .. 0 ••••• D5 • 
Andwell E. P •.•••......•..••.... . •. C9 0 
Ann ••••••••• 0 ••••••••• • •••••••• See Abbott' s Ann 
Apple shaw ....•.•• • •••.•••••.••..•.. C4. 
Arreton . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . ••. K7 . 
Ashe ••••• . ............ . . . . . 07. 
Ashley ••• . ............... . . •. • ElF5. 
Ashmanswor t h ••. • . . ....• • . . .. • ...••• B6 0 
Avington ...................•....... E7. 
Baddesley ••••••••••••••••••• • •••••• See North Baddes ley 
Barton St acey ••••••••••••••• .•• D6. 
Bas i ng ... • ............ . , . . . . •. C9. 
Basings take ........................ C8. 
Baughurst. ... . ... ... .. .. .. . ... B8. 
Beauli eu .. ~ ...............•....... . 15 . 
Bedhamp ton •••••• • • • • • • • 0"' •••••• • I9 . 
Bentley ............................ DID. 
Ben t worth .•................•..••.•• I>9 • 
Bighton ..•.........••....•........• E8. 
Bins t ead .. . ...........•............ J8 . 
Bi ns t ed ............................ DID 0 
Bi shop 's Sutton •••••••••••••••••••• E8 . 
Bishops toke .. . ..•.....•..•......•.. G6. 
Bi shop ' s Wal tham ••••••••••••••••••• G7. 
Blend",orth. • • • •• • • • •• • • • • • • • • • ••• H9. 
Boa.,:rhun t ........................... H8. 
Boldr e ...............•..•.......... 14-5. 
Bonchurch ..• 0 • ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 8 • 
Bossi ngton •• 
Bot ley •••••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 0 F5. 
. ••........• . H7 . 
Bradi ng .......•........... . ...•.... K8. 
Bradl ey .......••.............. 
Bramdcan •••• 
Bramley ••••• 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
.0 • • D8 . 
• ••• F8 • 
. .•. B9· 
Bramshavl ••..•....••..••.•...•..••.••. G4. 
Brarnshot. • . . . . • . . . . • . . ...•....•.. Ell . 
Brerunore •••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • Q,2. 
Brighstone •••• • ••••••••••••••••••• KI.6 • 
Broolc ••.•.........•........•..•..••.. K5. 
Brockenh.urs t ......................... 14. 
Broug11 t on .••.......•....•...•..••••.. .:E!4. 
Brown Cand over ••....••..•.......••••• D8. 
Bucldlol t E. P . • ..•..•.....•......•••. F4-. 
Bulling'ton •......••......•.••..•..••. D6, • 
.. Burghclere ......•.................... B6. 
Buri ton .•...................•. • ••• GIO. 
Bursledon .•.••••••.......•.........•. H7 • 
· •. . K6. Calbourne ••••.••• 
Candover ••••••••• • ••••••• See Brown, Chilton, 
Preston Candover. 
Cari s brooke •••....••.•••..•••...••... K6. 
Cather ington ......................... H9. 
Chale ••.•.•.•.... • ••• I..6. 
• •••• GIO. Chal ton ••• 
Charford •• . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . • • • • • . • . • . See Nor t h 
Charford. 
Chawton .••....•••....•••..•.•.•..•.•. E;9 • 
Clleri ton ..•.........•...•••••...•..•. F8 • 
Chilbolton ••••••• . ............ . • • D5. 
. .F7. Chilcombe •••••••••• 
Chilton Candover ••••••••••••••••••••• D8 . 
Chil worth .•••.......•.....••.....•..• G8. 
Chineham .• ~ ••.•... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Christchurch •••••••••• 
Church Oakley ••••••••• 
• ••• 0 C9 • 
• .•• J2-3. 
• .• . C8. 
ClaIlfi eId ......•.............•.....•. G9 • 
and South 
and 
Clatford ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• See Goodworth and Upper 
Clatford. 
Cliddesden. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . CS. 
Coldrey E.P. ••••••••••••••• • ••• DIO. 
Colemore ............................. F'9 • 
Combe .. 0 ••••••••••••• 
Compton ••••••••• 
Corhampton •••••• 
Crawley ••••••••• 
Crondall ••••••••••• 
· . . B5. 
· .. F6. 
• •• G8. 
· ... Th . 
• ••• CIO. 
Crux Eas t on .......•.....•...•......•• B6 • 
Dean. ••••••••••• ~ •••••••.•.••.•••.••• See East, West, Prior ' s 
and Vernham I s Dean. 
Deane ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 07. 
Dibden •••••••••••••••••••••••• o ••••• H5. 
Dockenfield.· ••••••••••••••••••••••• Dll. 
Dogmersfield •••••••••••.•••••••••••• CIO. 
Droxford •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• G8. 
Dummer •••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• D8. 
DlillWood E. P. • •••••••••••••••••••••• FG4. 
Durley..... • •••••••••••••.••••••• G7. 
Ea.s t DeM ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• F4. 
mstleigl:1. •••••••••••.••••••••••••••• G6. 
Eas t Meon ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• G9 • 
Easton •••••• . • • • • • . • . • . • . . . • • . • . • . E7. 
Eastrop..... • ••••••••••••••••••••• CB-9. 
East Stratton •••••••• •• ••••••••••••• D7. 
East Tisted... • •••• •.•••••••••••• ~. 
East Tytherley. • •••••••••••••••••• F4. 
East Wellow... . •••••• G4. 
East Woodhay.. • •••••• B6 . 
fust Worldha.IIl ••••••••••••••••••••••• EIO. 
Ecchinswell. •• • ••••••••••••• B7 0 
And See Crux Easton. 
Eldon ••••••• o •••• • • • • • • • • See Upper Eldon • 
Eling.o •••••••• l. • •••••.••••••••• H5. 
Ellingilam. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• H2. 
Ellisfi eld •••••••••••••••••••••••••• DB. 
E]. vetham •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• BIO. 
Thlpshott ............................. Ji!FlIO. 
Eversley. • • • • • • •••••••••••••• BIO. 
EYThurs t. . . . . . . • . . • .............. B8. 
~bury ••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••• IJ6. 
Ebcton ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• G8. 
Faccombeo ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• B5. 
FarehBlll ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••• 18 • 
Faringdon ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• E!9. 
Farleigh Wallop ••••••••••••••••••••• D8. 
Farley Chamberlayne ••••••••••••••••• F5 . 
Farlington ........................... 19. 
Farnborough ••••••••••••••••••••••••• Bll. 
Fawley .•••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• r6. 
Fordingbridge •••• • • • • • • • • 0 •••• • ••• GH2 • 
Freefolk ••••••••• · ............. . • • • • C7 • 
Frenchmoor E. P. • ••••••••••••••••••• F4. 
:ETesh'tfa ter •••••••••••••••••••••••••• K5 • 
Froyle ••••••••••••••.••••• • •• • • DIO . 
· ....... . . •••. F9· Froxfield •••••••• 
Fyfield •••••••••• · ............. . • ••• CD4. 
Gatcombe ....•.................•••. ~ . . K7 . 
Gra teley. . . . . . • . • ..•••........•. D4. 
Godsfield E.P • •••••••••••••••••••••• E8. 
Godshill ....•.......... 8 ••••••••••••• 17. 
Goodworth Clatford ••••••••••••••••••• D5. 
GreathaJll ....•.••.....•••••.....••••.• FlO. 
Great Saltern E.P ••••••••••••••••• 0.19. 
Greywell ...••....•........••.......•. C9· 
Hale •......•••.•...............•..•.. G3. 
Ha.m.bledon ...........•.....•....••.•.. GH8-9· 
Hamble-en-le-Rice............. • •• 16. 
H81lIli ng-t 0 n. • • . . . . . . . • . . . 
Harbridge ..•.........••. 
.. . B7· 
• .. •• H2. 
Hartley Mauduit •••••••••••••••••••••• EIO. 
Hartley Wespail •••••••••••••••••• •• •• B9 . 
Hartley '~intney •••••••••••••••••••••• BCIO. 
Hatch .................................. CS. 
HavaIlt. • • • . • .................. 19· 
Hawkley •••• . .•.....••........•• • FIO. 
Hayling •• o ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• See North and South 
Hayling. 
Head bourne Ylorthy... • •••••••••••• E7 • 
Headl ey. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........•.. Ell. 
He ckfi eld .............•...........•.. B9-10. 
Herri ard ...........•............•...• D9. 
Hi gllcl ere ....•.....•.....•.........•. B6 . 
Hint on Ampner...... • •••••.••••••• F8 . 
Holdenhurst. . . • . . . . . .•.....•..••. J 2. 
Holybourne .....••.•.•..•.•..•..•.•.•. DlO. 
Hordle ................................ J4. 
Houghton ............................. • E5. 
Hound . • . . . • . . •..•..•.•....•.•• H6 . 
Hunton •..••••.•.. . • . . • . . . • • • • • • D7 • 
Hursley ...•.••...•.......•....•.....• F'6 • 
Hurstbourne Priors ••••••••••••••••••• D6. 
Hurstbourne Tarrant •••••••••••••••••• C5. 
Hyde ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• F7 • 
Ibsley ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••• H2. 
Idswortho . . . . . • . . . ................. HIO. 
Itchen Abbas ................... • ••• E7. 
Itchen Stoke •.••...•••..•.••••..••••. E7· 
Kempshott •...............•...•...•••• C8. 
ICilmeston ............................. FB . 
Ki.mpton ............................... CCD4 · 
Kingsclere.o •••••••• . .•. B7 • 
Kingsley •.. e ••••••••••••••••••••••••• EIO. 
King t s Somborne ......•................•. :EF'5 • 
Kingston •••.••.•• 0 ••• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • •. L6. 
King ' s Worthy •••••• 
Knight's Enham. 
· ...........•. . E7 . 
• •• • C5 • 
Lainston ••••••• · ............... . • • • • • • Th. 
Lasham. ••••..•..• 
Laverstoke ••••••• 
Leckford •••••••••• 
Linkenholt •••••••• 
Litchfield •••••••• 
· ... . D9. 
. ..•.............. . C7· 
· ... . E5. 
. .. B5 · 
.. . c6. 
Little Somborne ••••• 
Li ttleton •• 
•• ;E5. 
. ....... . E6. 
Liss ...... . • ...•...........•....•.• • FIO. 
Lockerley •••• · ....................... . F4 . 
Lomer ••...... 
Longpari sh ••• 
Longstock ••••••••• 
Long Sutton ••• 
Lymington ••••• 
Lyndhurst ••••••••• 
Mapleder1vell •••••• 
Martyr W·orthy ••• 
Medsted ••••••• 
. • • • . . . . . • FG8. 
· ...........•.....• . D5 . 
. .. E5. 
• •••••••••••••••••.•• • DIO 
• •••••••••.••••••.•••• J 4. 
· .......•............ . H4· 
· ............. . 09· 
· ..•.•........ . E7 . 
• ••••••••••••••••••• E$ . 
Mean •••••.•••.. · ...... • See Eas t and Wes t Meon. 
Meons toke •••••• 
Micheldever ••••••• 
Michelmersh ••••••• 
• ••••••.•.•••••••.• • G8. 
· .................• • DEl • 
· .................. . F5. 
Milford .........................•....... J40 
Milland E.P. . ....................... . •• F6-7. 
Millbrook ..•.......•.........•...•....... H5 • 
Milton •••••••.•• 
Minstead •••••••• 
•••• • J3-4. 
· .. •. H4· 
Monk Sherborne ...•...•..•....•.....•.••• B8. 
r1onxton ••••••••• 
Mores tead ••••••• 
· ...... . D4. 
· ..... .. F7 . 
Mortimer Wes t End ••••••••••••••••••••••• 139. 
Mottisfont .............................. F5. 
Mottistone .......... 0 •••••••••••••••••• • K5-6. 
Nateley •••••••••• .......... · .....• . See Up Nateley. 
· ...... • C9. Nateley Scures ••• 
Nether Wallop •••• 
New Alresford ••• 
. ................... . m. 
Newchurch ••••••• 
New Forest E.P. . ....... . 
• •• • Ea • 
. • • • K7 . 
.••• GHI3-4; 
N e"lllhaJ1l ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• C9 • 
Newton Valence •••••••••••••••••••••••••• E9-l0. 
Nevltown-in-Burghclere ••••••••••••••••••• A.6- 7 . 
HI4-5-6 • 
Ni ton ......•........................ 17. 
North Baddesley •••• · ..............• . G5. 
North 
North 
Charford ••••••••••••• 
Hayling ••••••••• 
· .•....• • G3. 
· ....... . rl0. 
Northington ••••• . •........• • E7 - 8. 
North Stoneham •••••••••• 
North lifa l tham ••• 
• •••••••• G6. 
• •• D7-8. 
Northwood ••• 
Nursling. 
Nutley ••• 
. .........• . J7 . 
• ••••••.•••••.•• • G5 • 
· •.......•...... . D8. 
Oakley ••••••••••••• ••.• •••••••.••••• See Church Oakley. 
Odih8Jll •••••.••••• · ..........•.... . CIO. 
Old Alresford •• · ....•........•. . E8. 
Otterbourne ..........•.•........•... FG6. 
Overtone ............................ C7 • 
Over Wallop. 
Ovington •••• 
Owslebury ••• 
Pam.ber ••.•.••..•••••••.••. 
Penton Mewsey ••••••••••••• 
Petersfield ••••••••••••••• 
• • • • • .E4-. 
. ... .• E7 . 
. .... . F7 . 
• .B8. 
. . . C5· 
• •• GIO. 
Pi ttleworth, •............•.........• F5. 
PophaJn .••...•................•. 1 .•.• D7 • 
Portchester •.....................•.. I8. 
Portsea •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• I8-9· 
Portsmouth ••••••• 
Preston Candover •••••• 
Prior I S Dean ••• 
Privett ••••••.• 
. . . . . . . . 
• ••• 18. 
• ••• D8 • 
. •••.• F9-10. 
. .. .. F9· 
Quarley ..•.......•............•..... D4. 
Ringwood .......................•.... 12. 
Ro ck bourne ....•...............•..... G2 • 
Romsey •••••• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • G5. 
Ropley •••••••••• • ..••••. E9 . 
RotheryTick •• . ...... . B9· 
...... . 18. Rowner .••••• 
st. 
st. 
st. 
St. 
st. 
st. 
Fai th ...........•.•....•........ F6. 
Helens ..•.••.. 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 • K8. 
Lawrence •.••.•••••.••••••••••••• L 7. 
Mary Bourne ••••••••••.•••••.•••• c6. 
Mary E!:x:tra •••••••••••.•••••••••• H6 • 
Nicholas Castlehold ••••••••••••• K6-7. 
Sel borne ...•...........•...•...••..• EIO. 
Shalden ............. 0 •••• 0 •••••••••• 1)9. 
Shalfleet ........•............ 0 ••••• K6. 
Shanklin ....................• 0 •••••• 0 •• L8. 
Sherborne •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• See Monk Sherborne. 
Sherborne st. John ••••••••••••••••••••• BC8. 
Sherfield English~....... • ••••••••• FG6. 
Sherf ield-on- Loddon •••••••••••••••••••• B9. 
Shipton Bellinger •••••••••••••••••••••• D3. 
Shirley ••..••..•....•.........•.•...••. H5 -6. 
Shorwell ..••••.........••......••..•... K6 • 
Silchester .•.••••..•.......• o •••••••••• B8- 9· 
Soberton ••••••••• . . • •••••••••••••••• • G8 • 
Somborne......... • ••••••••••••••••••• See King ' s and Little 
Somborne. 
Sopl ey .• 0 •••••• 0 ••••• 0 0 •••••••••••••••• J 2 . 
Southampton City Parishes •••••••••••••• H6. 
Southampton Common E.Po ••••••••••••••• G6. 
South Charford ••••••••.•••••••••••••••• G3. 
South Hayling •• 
South St oneham. 
South Ti dworth. 
••••••••• 00 ••••••••••••• 19· 
•••• 0 ••••••••••••••••• G6. 
. .................... . 03. 
South Warnborough •••••••••••••••••••••• CD9 . 
Southwick ....................... . ....... H8. 
Sparkford . . ...................• ~ •.••. F6. 
Sparshol t. . ......................... . E6 • 
s teep .....•..........................•. FIO. 
Steventon •••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••• C7· 
s toclcbri dge. . . . . . . . . . . ...........•. E5. 
Stoke Chari ty............ • •••••••••• DE7 • 
s toneham ...............•.... •• See North and South 
Stoneham. 
Stratfieldsaye •••••••••• 
Stratfield Turgis •• 
• •• B9· 
. ...... . B9· 
Stratton ••••••• 
Sutton ••••••••• 
• ••••••••••• See Eas t Stratton • 
••••••• See Bi shop' s and Long 
Sutton. 
Swaxraton ....•.....•.............•..... E8. 
Sydmonton ...•.•......................•. B7 • 
Tadley. . . . . . . .•.. " . ........••....• . B8. 
Tarlg l ey. . . . . . . . . . . ...•............. C5 • 
'I'l1rll.Xt on. . • • • • . . • • •••••....•••.•••• D4 • 
Ti ch borne •• • .....••.•.•••.••••••..•.•.. F8 •. 
Tidwor th ••• • ••. 
Timsbury ••••••• 
•••. See South Tidworth. 
Tisted •••••• 
Ti tchfield •• 
. .. . F5. 
.•••.•. . Se e 
. ............. . I7 . 
fufton .................. .. ........ . ... . 1)() . 
East and Wes t Tisted 
'I\1nworth ••••••••..•......•.........•••• C9 • 
Tw'yford ••..••...•..•••..•..•••.•...•.•. F6 - 7 . 
Tytherley •••••••••• • •••.. • ••••••••••••• See Eas t and Wes t 
Tyt herley. 
Upha:rn ••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
Up Na .. teley •...•...••......... 
Upper Eldon •..•.•.....•...•. 
•• • G7 • 
• •• C9· 
.... . F5. 
Upper Clatford ••••••••••••••••••••••• D5. 
Upton Grey •.....••....••.......•...•. C9 • 
Ver11llam. ' s Dearl .••.•••••••••••••.••••. B5. 
Wa11op ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• See Over and Nether 
Wallop. 
Wa1tham ••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• o •• See Bishop's and North 
Wa1tham. 
Warlstead •.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 .H9. 
Warblington •••• 
Warnborough. 
vlarnford •••• 
lifaterloo E. P . 
Weel<:e ••••••••• 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110. 
. .......•..•....• . See 
. ..... 
• ... •• F8. 
• ... . ·1ir.9. 
• ••• 0 ••••• • F6 0 
\,le11o", •••••••• .......... · ....... .. gee 
Wellsworth ••..•..••..•....••.•.•.••.• I9. 
ivest ])ean ..........................•. F4 . 
South vlaraborough. 
East ivellow. 
,\1e8 t Mean.... .... ....... . ......... F8-9. 
Weston Corbett •••••••••• 
Wes ton Patrick •••••••••• 
''lest Tisted •••••.•••••••• 
West Tyther1ey •••••••• o •• 
· .••..•••• • CD9. 
· ........ .. D9. 
. .. . F9. 
. .. . F4. 
West 1,-lorldham •••••••••••••••••••••••• EIO. 
\~eyhill •.••..••••••••.•••••••••••••• 0 D4- 0 
WheTIl8 11 ••••..•.••.••..•••••••.•.•••. D5 • 
Whippingtlam • .•..••••••.•.••••.•••••• 0 J7 . 
Whi tchurch ...•...•..•••••.... 0 ••••••• c6 • 
Whi nvell. •••••• • ••••••••• L 7. 
. ........ . · ..•...• •• H8. Wickham •• 
l1{id1ey ••• . .................•...• . HI9· 
Wield ....•.•....•................... oE8. 
Winchester City Parishes ....... •• oF6 ... 7. 
Winchester Soke Parishes .••••••••.• o. F6-7. 
\-\finchfi eld .....••.••..••••.••..•••••• CIO . 
I,'linnall ••••• 
Wins1ade ••• 
Wo1verton •• 
1·lonston •• 
Woodcott. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . F7. 
. ........ . 
• •• C9 • 
••• B7-8. 
•• • D6. 
. ••• • 060 
Woodhay ••••••••• • ••• See East Woodhay. 
Woodmancott. . .............. . . .. ... D7-8. 
"lootton. . . . . . ..........••.•.•••.•. J7 . 
,,'ootton st. Lawrence ••••••••••••••••• C8. 
Wor1dham •••.• o. 0 •••••••• ~ •••••••••••• See East and West Wor1dham. 
Worthy ••••••••••••••••••••••• See Abbott's, Headbourne, 
King ' s and Martyr Worthy. 
Worting ........ 0 •••••• 0 ••••• • C8. 
WYJIlering ••••..••.•••.•..••••• I9 • 
Yarmouth .. 0 •••••••••••••••••• 1(5. 
Yateley ...................... BI1. 
Yaver la.n.d •••.••..•..•.•••..•• IC8. 
